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TEACHER LEADERSHIP IN COMMUNITY COLLEGES:
TRANSFORMING TEACHING AND ORGANIZATIONAL GOVERNANCE

Pamela Miller, Ph.D.
Western Michigan University, 2006

The purpose o f this study was to describe and interpret the experiences of com
munity college teachers in order to understand their perception o f their leadership role
and the impact o f teacher leadership on institutional governance and student success.
This research addressed gaps in the teacher leadership literature by contributing a quan
titative analysis o f the leadership perceptions o f community college faculty. The results
o f the study should be o f interest to community college faculty and administrators,
teacher educators and teacher preparation institutions, and policy makers as they work to
implement change efforts related to curriculum and instruction, professional develop
ment, institutional leadership, and governance.
Chapter 1 discusses the evolution o f the American public education system, the
major reform efforts of the past quarter century, federal support for higher education,
federal accountability measures, and the emergence of distributed leadership. Chapter 2
categorizes leadership models in education into three broad domains, teacher leadership
is then defined and positioned in this leadership matrix, and various teacher leadership
models are described. The perceptions o f teacher leaders about their experiences, factors
that motivate teachers to become leaders, success factors, barriers, and the reported
benefits of teacher leadership are discussed; the relationship between teacher leadership
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and institutional effectiveness and student achievement is explored, as well as implica
tions for pre-service teacher education and professional development.
Chapter 3 analyzes the results o f the 1999 National Study o f Post-Secondary
Faculty (NSOPSF:99) to explore differences in community college teachers’ perceptions
o f their leadership role relative to instructional issues in the classroom versus institutional
(non-instructional, school-wide) issues, as well as teacher characteristics, school charac
teristics and socio-demographic characteristics, and measures o f job satisfaction. The
relevant data for this study was extracted from the NSOPSF:99 dataset (n = 4,632).
Results of statistical tests were organized by research question and described in detail in
Chapter 4. Significant correlations were highlighted, and the coefficient of determination
calculated to identify the variation in responses to the dependent variables that could be
explained by each o f the independent variables studied. The study concludes with a
discussion o f findings in Chapter 5, and includes recommendations for future research.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Public school reform initiatives over the past 25 years have been largely inef
fective because they failed to secure, in any meaningful way, the involvement of class
room teachers (Astuto, 1993; Barth, 2001a; Brost, 2000; Gideon, 2002; Lieberman &
Miller, 2004; Lortie, 1975; McCay, Flora, & Hamilton, 2001; Murphy, 2005; Fullan &
Siegelbauer, 1991, in Webb, Neumann, & Jones, 2004; Witcher, 2001). The 1983 report
of the National Commission on Excellence in Education, A Nation at Risk, spurred an
unprecedented wave of education reform initiatives. While the Commission’s report
stressed the importance o f leadership, and specifically the development of teacher
leaders, this aspect appears to have been largely ignored by educational administrators
and policy makers (p. 78). This report and the subsequent Carnegie Forum on Education
and the Economy publication in 1986 o f A Nation Prepared: Teachers fo r the 21st
Century, recommended sweeping changes that were comprehensive in scope that would
lead to a transformation, rather than reform, o f the public education system.
Unfortunately, the response o f federal, state, and local level school leaders to
problems in the nation’s public school system has been narrow rather than systemic in
scope, and exclusive rather than inclusive in nature. Reform efforts, such as improve
ments in teacher quality, the development o f competency standards, and standardized
testing, appear to have focused on the inputs and outputs o f the education system rather

1
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than context and process. A major criticism of the reform efforts o f this era has been the
bureaucratic, hierarchical, top-down approach o f educational administrators and policy
makers and the lack o f teacher involvement in planning for change (Astuto, 1993; Barth,
2001a; Gideon, 2002; Lieberman & Miller, 2004; Lortie, 1975; Owens, 2001; Patterson
& Marshall, 2001; Darling-Hammond, 1997, in Webb et al., 2004; Witcher, 2001).
Scholars assert that, in order for change efforts to result in sustained improvement in
student outcomes, reform efforts must be rooted in classroom practice (Carnegie Forum
on Education and the Economy, 1986; Lieberman & Miller, 2004; Lortie, 1975; Murphy,
2005; Patterson & Marshall, 2001; Hargreaves, 1996, in Webb et al., 2004; Witcher,
2001). If it is the daily work o f classroom teachers that will ultimately determine the
extent to which change initiatives succeed and student learning improves, it is essential
that teachers be involved in planning for educational change in order to encourage
(ensure) their commitment to and ownership o f school change efforts. Unfortunately,
repeated calls for greater “accountability” in the public education system by policy
makers have led to tighter, more centralized control in schools and a string of short
sighted “flavor-of-the-month” reform initiatives that have left the public more disillu
sioned and teachers more disenfranchised than ever (Susan Moore Johnson in Astuto,
1993; Beachum & Dentith, 2004; Murphy, 2005; National Commission on Excellence in
Education, 1984).
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3
Background

Evolution o f the American Public Education System

The American system of public education evolved during the Industrial Revolu
tion era, at a time when Frederick Taylor’s principles o f scientific management domi
nated organizational theory and development. American industry, and the American
public education system, were patterned after Taylor’s principles (detailed job descrip
tions, specialized training, a clear distinction between management and production
workers’ responsibilities, and managerial authority), often referred to as the factory
system o f mass production (Murphy, 2005; Owens, 2001). According to Owens, these
19th century principles
still provide the justification for many school administrators and school
board members to resist— openly or covertly— such ideals as collegial,
collaborative approaches to goal setting, planning, and problem solving
and other ‘bottom-up’ approaches to school reform in favor o f more
traditional authoritarian approaches. (2001, p. 36)
The first two-year “junior” colleges that were established in 19th-century America
were based on the Jesuit Juniorates founded in Europe in the 17th century by religious
groups such as the Society of Jesus (Quigley & Bailey, 2003, p. 11). These private insti
tutions primarily served male students who were preparing to join the clergy. The
Morrill Acts o f 1862 and 1890 provided for the establishment o f state-sponsored colleges
to train the workers that were needed to fuel the expansion o f agriculture and industry in
the United States. Referred to as “land-grant colleges” because their initial funding was
tied to the sale o f federal land, these institutions provided military training, admitted
women and, later, African Americans. The division o f colleges into upper and lower
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levels o f academic studies came at the turn o f the century, when the University of
Chicago awarded the first associate in arts degree. Universities began to focus on
specialized and graduate studies, and junior colleges, including the Armour Institute in
Chicago and Joliet Junior College in Joliet, Illinois, began to appear and grow to almost
300 in number before World W ar II (Quigley & Bailey, 2003, p. 14).
The remarkable expansion o f junior colleges in the mid 20th century was a result
o f the work o f the President’s Commission on Higher Education, established by President
Harry S. Truman in 1946 (commonly referred to as The Truman Commission). The
Commission’s purpose was to “reexamine our system o f higher education in terms o f its
objectives, methods, and facilities” and, specifically, to expand “educational opportuni
ties for all able young people” (Quigley & Bailey, 2003, p. xv). The Commission’s
recommendations to the President called for “the establishment everywhere of what they
called ‘community colleges’” (Quigley & Bailey, 2003, p. xv). Today, there are more
than 1,173 community colleges in the United States (American Association o f Commu
nity Colleges, n.d.).
The concentration of school-wide power and authority among educational admin
istrators is a common theme in the literature (Beachum & Dentith, 2004; Cowdery, 2004;
Kezar, 1998; Murphy, 2005; National Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983;
Patterson & Patterson, 2004; Shen, 2001). It is interesting to note, however, the differ
ence in organizational governance that exists between community colleges and four-year
universities. Where universities have adopted a more collegial model o f leadership
characterized by an acknowledgement o f faculty expertise and the exercise o f expert
authority (faculty participation in academic leadership affairs), community college
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governance closely resembles that found in elementary and secondary education. “Public
schools, unlike universities, have not created explicit divisions o f authority among board
members, administrators, and faculty.... Teachers ... do not possess the explicit rights ...
gained by [university] professors” (Lortie, 1975, p. 22). In A Nation at Risk (1984), the
National Commission on Excellence in Education lamented “the ambiguous state of the
community college faculty ... [who have] difficulty defining their roles because they feel
a powerlessness in dealing with the college administration” (pp. 39^10). With the ex
ception of universities, governance in the U.S. public education system continues to
function within a traditional hierarchical structure. Unlike American industry, education
has been slow to embrace more distributed forms o f governance.

School Reform— Culture o f Accountability

Following the publication o f A Nation at Risk, an unprecedented number o f edu
cation reform initiatives were introduced in a relatively short time period. Rather than
taking the systemic, comprehensive approach to educational reform recommended by the
Commission, the majority o f these “first wave” reforms were narrowly and exclusively
defined. According to Lieberman and Miller,
there are two policy stances that have been developed in response to the
challenge [to prepare students for success in the new economy]. They are
policies that support standardization, accountability, and assessment and
policies that support building capacity and enabling good practice. (2004,
p. 6)
Reform efforts conceived within the prevailing bureaucratic educational system have led
to what is referred to in the literature as a “culture o f accountability” (Barth, 2001a;
Beachum & Dentith, 2004; Lieberman & Miller, 2004; Lortie, 1975; McCay et al., 2001;
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Murphy, 2005; Webb et al., 2004). Working from within the confines of a hierarchical
organizational construct, administrators and policy makers have sought to “micro
manage” the work o f teachers rather than empower them to participate in planning for
change (Astuto, 1993; Murphy, 2005).
Accountability for results is a consistent and recurring theme o f the U.S. Depart
ment o f Education’s (USDOE) 2002-07 Strategic Plan, which established six strategic
goals for the nation’s education system: “Create a culture o f achievement; improve
student achievement; develop safe schools and strong character; transform education into
an evidence-based field; enhance the quality o f and access to post-secondary and adult
education; and establish management excellence” (USDOE, n.d., p. 3). In his intro
ductory statement, Education Secretary Rod Paige applauded the passage of President
Bush’s “landmark education plan,” No Child Left Behind (NCLB), and committed to
embedding N CLB’s principles for reform— accountability, flexibility, expanded parental
options, and doing what works— “in future legislative proposals ... including special
education, vocational education, and higher education” (pp. 5-6). Secretary Paige further
asserted that education is a national priority and pledged that the USDOE “will work with
our partners to make accountability for results the hallmark o f our education system” (p.
10). Provisions o f the USDOE’s Strategic Plan include instilling a “culture o f account
ability” (p. 9) through the use o f “program performance measures focused on outcomes”
(p. 13), the replacement o f “formula-based” state funding with performance-based grants
that “impose sanctions for lack o f results” (p. 10), as well as changes to the reporting
system for Title II of the Higher Education Act (HEA) o f 1998 (teacher quality enhance
ment) and scrutiny o f teacher certification exams “so that accountability becomes a
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reality” (p. 42). The Plan exemplifies the culture o f accountability found in the U.S.
public education system today and charts the course for educational policy development
for the future.
The focus on outcomes, achievement indicators, and accountability by the U.S.
Department o f Education is not, in itself, problematic. The National Education Associ
ation (http://www.nea.org/) and the American Association o f Community Colleges
(http://www.aacc.nche.edu/) support increased accountability for student learning. What
is troubling is the lack of attention from the USDOE to the context and process in which
learning occurs. While A Nation at Risk recommended “adopting] more rigorous and
measurable standards and higher expectations for academic performance” (National
Commission on Excellence in Education, 1984, p. 73), it also suggested extending the
school day or year as a means o f achieving improvements in student performance. Simi
larly, the use o f standardized testing was recommended by the National Commission on
Excellence in Education, but only as part o f an assessment “system [that] should include
other diagnostic procedures ... to evaluate student progress” (p. 74). The USDOE Plan
addressed the leadership development o f school principals and rigorous teacher prepa
ration, but did not address the transformation of the teaching profession and development
of teacher leadership recommended in A Nation Prepared. The USDOE Strategic Plan
falls short o f the broad scale, comprehensive change called for in both A Nation at Risk
and A Nation Prepared and has mandated school reform without fully addressing the
complexity and scope o f reform required to improve the performance o f all students.
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Federal Support fo r Higher Education

Two important sources o f federal funding for post-secondary education are the
Higher Education Act (HEA) o f 1965, as amended, and the Carl D. Perkins Vocational
and Technical Education Act (Perkins) o f 1984, as amended. Both HEA and Perkins
support improvement in student achievement through enhanced teacher quality and hold
grant recipients accountable for results. Perkins provides funding for the development of
performance standards, services, and activities that integrate academic, career, and tech
nical education as well as quality teacher preparation and professional development
programs. While the primary purpose o f the HEA relates to student assistance/aid, the
Act provides some funding to improve teacher quality and post-secondary institutions.
The majority o f HEA grants (95%) support Title IV, Student Assistance; “the
remainder is used to improve teacher quality (Title II), ensure access (Title IV) and
improve post-secondary institutions (Title VII)” (Association for Career and Technical
Education, n.d.). The primary purpose of the Perkins Act continues to be the devel
opment of the academic, career, and technical skills o f secondary and post-secondary
Career and Technical Education (CTE) students. The legislation provides support to
states to develop performance standards, services, and activities that integrate academic
with career and technical education while providing funding for quality teacher prepa
ration and professional development, adult education and lifelong learning programs.
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Federal Accountability Measures

The proposed reauthorization o f the Carl D. Perkins Career and Technical Edu
cation Improvement Act would require that States report data on core indicators of per
formance for postsecondary students including
(1) achievement on technical assessments and attainment o f career and
technical skill proficiencies that are aligned with nationally recognized
industry standards; (2) attainment of technical skill proficiency, an in
dustry-recognized credential, a certificate, or a degree, or retention in
postsecondary education, including transfer to a baccalaureate degree
program; (3) placement in military service, apprenticeship programs, or
employment; (4) participation in, and completion of, CTE programs that
lead to employment or self-employment in nontraditional fields and high
skill, high wage, high demand occupations or professions; and (5) increase
in earnings. (Association for Career and Technical Education, n.d.)
The revised bill differentiated the core performance indicators for post-secondary pro
grams from secondary programs and expanded upon the 1998 reauthorization by requir
ing that states identify levels o f performance for core indicators that measure “continuous
and significant improvements” in student achievement (ACTE website, Comparison of
Proposals to Reauthorize the Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Technical Education Act).
The revised Perkins would also require, for the first time, local accountability for core
performance indicators in addition to State-level accountability.

Highly Qualified Teachers

The USDOE 2002-07 Strategic Plan associates student achievement with teacher
quality, while recognizing a lack of empirical evidence that correlates measurable teacher
attributes with improved student success. Stating that “more than 90 percent o f a teach
er’s influence on student achievement goes unexplained” the USDOE identified gains in
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student achievement as the “best performance measure” for improved teacher quality
(USDOE, n.d., p. 43).
The Ready to Teach Act (H.R. 2211) passed by the House in 2003 reauthorized
Title II of the Higher Education Act. The Act emphasized strengthening teacher educa
tion pre-service programs and providing quality professional development in-service
programs in order to recruit and retain “highly qualified teachers” (Association for Career
and Technical Education, n.d.). These requirements are consistent with provisions of
Title II, Preparing, Training, and Recruiting High Quality Teachers and Principals, o f the
No Child Left Behind (NCLB) legislation passed in 2001 to reauthorize the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) o f 1965. According to Public Law 107-110, the
purpose o f Title II— Part A o f NCLB, the Teacher and Principal Training and Recruiting
Fund, is to
(1) increase student academic achievement through strategies such as im
proving teacher and principal quality and increasing the number o f highly
qualified teachers in the classroom and highly qualified principals and
assistant principals in schools; and (2) hold local educational agencies and
schools accountable for improvements in student academic achievement.
(U.S. Department o f Education, 2004)
The Law defines a highly qualified teacher as someone who, “with respect to any public
elementary school or secondary school teacher teaching in a State ... has obtained full
State certification as a teacher (including certification obtained through alternative routes
to certification) or passed the State teacher licensing examination, and holds a license to
teach in such State” (U.S. Department o f Education, 2002). A highly qualified teacher in
post-secondary education, however, cannot be so readily defined. The Ready to Teach
Act (Title II of the Higher Education Act) defers to the definition o f a highly qualified
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teacher found in the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, o f which NCLB is the
most current iteration; therefore, no definition o f a highly qualified post-secondary edu
cation teacher exists in public policy.
A review o f the American Association o f Community Colleges (AACC) website
contributes little with respect to defining a highly qualified post-secondary teacher.
Community colleges strive to maintain a delicate balance in staffing that combines suf
ficient pedagogical and subject matter expertise with relevant “real-world” workplace
experiences. Given this reality, a single definition o f a highly qualified post-secondary
teacher has been difficult to conceptualize. Historically, community college faculty has
included a disproportionate number o f part-time or adjunct faculty to full-time tenured
faculty, and this gap continues to widen (Meyer, 2003; Rifkin, 2004). Data from a recent
National Study of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPSF) survey conducted by the U.S. De
partment of Education indicated that community colleges have “the highest percentage of
non-tenured faculties” among all higher education institutions, the majority o f whom are
adjunct faculty (Shek, 2001, p. 1). While community colleges realize a significant eco
nomic benefit from the employment o f part-time faculty, these instructors also bring to
the classroom “technical skills and knowledge” and “[industry specific] expertise and
workplace experiences” that provide valuable learning opportunities for students
(American Association o f Community Colleges, Community College Staff and Services,
n.d.). Conversely, newly hired adjunct instructors often lack the pedagogical knowledge
to be effective in the classroom, and the high turnover rate among adjunct faculty can
contribute to the delivery o f a disjointed curriculum (Wallin, 2002). The disproportionate
number of adjunct faculty in community colleges, combined with insufficient
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pedagogical training and a high turnover rate, presents a challenge to teacher leadership
in community colleges. According to Rifkin (n.d.), the growth o f part-time faculty has
negatively impacted the professional status of the professoriate and may seriously
threaten the academic integrity o f community colleges. Unlike full-time faculty, adjunct
faculty are not likely to be involved in curriculum planning and development, to engage
in scholarly activities (i.e., conference attendance, research), and participate in depart
mental or college meetings (Rifkin, n.d.).
The approach to improving teacher quality, as described in NCLB and the HEA,
supports efforts to develop more rigorous teacher preparation curriculum and high quality
professional development programs. Again, both the National Education Association
(NEA, http://www.nea.org/) and the American Association o f Community Colleges
(AACC, http://www.aacc.nche.edu/) support these goals but strongly advocate the inclu
sion o f classroom teachers in the planning and development o f such programs. Further, it
is unclear how the quality of teacher preparation and professional development programs
are evaluated and measured, as well as how progress is tied to federal funding. A Nation
at Risk recommended a multifaceted approach to improving the quality of teachers and
the teaching profession when the report was published in 1983; the response o f policy
makers thus far has focused on preparation and recruitment o f teachers, but has failed to
“critically re-examine teachers’ role expectations and school conditions” (National Com
mission on Excellence in Education, 1984, p. 37). A Nation Prepared reiterated the need
to transform the teaching profession, not just teacher preparation, and that teachers should
have a leadership role in “curriculum, instruction, school redesign, and professional
development” (Lieberman & Miller, 2004, p. 8).
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Second Wave Reform Efforts— Shared Governance

In the midst o f the era o f accountability and legislated reform that followed the
publication o f A Nation at Risk, a second wave o f reform efforts emerged that focused on
the distribution o f leadership throughout educational institutions.
The major policy mechanisms employed in these new reforms is power
distribution— reforms that seek to reallocate power and authority among
various stakeholders are based on the belief that when power is in the right
hands, schools will improve. (Murphy, 2005, p. 41)
These reform efforts explore the context and process of education, focusing on the
“professionalization” o f teaching and the conditions in schools which foster and sustain
collegiality. “Analysts who turned their gaze on school change ... concluded that teacher
quality would be more likely to improve and that school reforms had a better chance of
penetrating the classroom and contributing to achieving better results in student learning
if teacher leadership could be nurtured and strengthened” (Murphy, 2005, pp. 40^41).
Teachers are in the classroom, closest to the students, and improvements in
learning cannot be achieved without, or despite, them (Astuto, 1993; Barth, 2001c; Brost,
2000; Gideon, 2002; Lieberman & Miller, 2004; McCay et al., 2001; Witcher, 2001).
The centrality of the faculty role and the student-faculty relationship in the learning
process is acknowledged throughout the literature (Lortie, 1975; Myran, Baker, Simone,
& Zeiss, 2003; Vasquez-Levy & Timmerman, 2000). The faculty are in the best position
to know what is working and what is not, what is needed, and what is not. The National
Center for Educational Statistics (NCES) cites the need for data “on faculty and in
structors—persons who directly affect the quality o f education.... Faculty are the pivotal
resource around which the process and outcomes o f post-secondary education revolve”
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(NCES, 2002, p. 224). Myran et al. (2003) refer to community college faculty as the
“operating core” that provides the “mission-critical services” that directly impact student
learning (p. 16). It is the faculty— those who possess the technical knowledge and skill
necessary to inform curriculum and instructional change efforts— who must play an
integral role in determining the focus and the management o f their work as well as in the
leadership o f their schools.

Statement of the Problem

As educational institutions have expanded leadership to include more individuals,
there has been limited examination of how leadership might be interpreted differently by
groups and individuals on college campuses, in particular, faculty, other levels of admin
istration, and staff (Kezar, 2000, p. 1). The concept o f distributed leadership, and teacher
leadership specifically, enjoys a great deal o f support in the literature. The current
research study addressed gaps in the teacher leadership literature by contributing a quan
titative analysis of the leadership perceptions o f community college faculty. The purpose
was to begin to describe and interpret the experiences o f community college teachers in
order to understand their perception o f their leadership role and explore the potential
impact of teacher leadership on institutional governance and student success. Speci
fically, the researcher explored differences in teachers’ perceptions o f their leadership
role relative to instructional issues in the classroom versus institutional (non-instructional, school-wide) issues, teacher characteristics, school characteristics and socio
demographic characteristics, and measures o f job satisfaction. It also explored effective

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

15
teacher leadership models and practices that could be recommended for adoption in
community colleges.

Conceptual Framework

The researcher chose the topic of teacher leadership based upon a personal per
ception that teachers, and the teaching profession, were not highly regarded within the
public education system or by American society in general. The researcher chose to
investigate teacher leadership in community colleges based upon the belief that faculty
represent a rich, yet largely untapped, resource for leadership when empowered to par
ticipate in establishing institutional priorities and in the identification o f strategic
initiatives.
Initially, the researcher sought to understand how the teaching profession had
evolved as it had, explore whether teachers were satisfied with the “status quo,” and
address a set o f very broad questions related to teachers’ motivations and aspirations:
Were teachers satisfied with “their lot,” or did they aspire to something more? What
aspects of their jobs did teachers find most rewarding? Did/would a desire to effect
change in schools necessitate a move out of the classroom and into administration?
Did/would teachers find the opportunity to exercise influence outside o f the classroom,
while continuing to teach, to be intrinsically satisfying? Did/would providing teachers
with leadership opportunities positively impact teacher retention? More importantly,
did/would empowering teachers positively impact student achievement? In order to
begin to address these questions, the researcher chose to study the perceptions o f com-
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munity college teachers relative to their satisfaction with their leadership opportunities
both in the classroom and school-wide.
This study was patterned after earlier research o f Dr. Jianping Shen, described in
the Educational Horizons spring 2001 article “Teacher and Principal Empowerment:
National, Longitudinal, and Comparative Perspectives.” Shen’s study focused on teacher
and principal leadership in elementary and secondary schools, and utilized results from
the 1987-88 Schools and Staffing Survey conducted by the National Center for Educa
tion Statistics. His study inquired into differences in perception o f teacher leadership that
could be attributed to such teacher characteristics as employment status, years o f experi
ence and tenure, as well as such school characteristics as school level (i.e., elementary or
secondary), organizational structure, working conditions, and location (i.e., urban, rural,
suburban). Shen’s analysis revealed that “teachers perceived their leadership as primarily
confined to classroom issues and their leadership in schoolwide issues as still weak” and
“as far as teachers’ perceptions o f their own leadership are concerned, the talk o f teacher
empowerment and distributive leadership has not been translated into practice” (p. 4).
For the purposes of this study, the researcher distinguished between the instruc
tional and institutional (non-instructional, school-wide) activities o f community college
faculty, and sought to describe any differences in perception relative to these aspects of
their job. Instructional duties were defined to include classroom teaching, curriculum
development, and student advising. Non-instructional duties encompassed research, pro
fessional growth, administration, service activity, and consulting. (These definitions
were based on item descriptions included in the survey instrument discussed in Chapter
3.) Teachers’ perceptions o f their leadership opportunities in these two domains were
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explored, including an analysis o f differences in perceptions that could be attributed to
(1) teacher characteristics, (2) school characteristics, (3) socio-demographic character
istics, and (4) measures of job satisfaction. The characteristics to be studied were pat
terned after Shen’s study, and were defined for the post-secondary level by item descrip
tions in the survey instrument discussed in Chapter 3. The teacher characteristics ex
plored include faculty status (i.e., total/local years o f experience, tenure/rank, title/posi
tion), degree status, program area or discipline, level o f activity in professional presenta
tions and/or publications. School characteristics included aspects o f organizational
structure (i.e., unions, campus leadership) and culture. Socio-demographic characteristics
encompassed gender, ethnicity/race, age, disability, and marital status. While Shen’s
prior study did not address socio-demographic characteristics or measures of job satis
faction, the researcher added these categories to further explore the subjectivity of leader
ship— the influence o f knowledge and personal experience on individual perceptions of,
and approaches to, leadership— and whether faculty perceptions o f leadership opportuni
ties are associated with job satisfaction.

Research Questions

This study used a quantitative approach to explore teacher leadership and its
potential impact on institutional governance and student success in community colleges.
The first two research questions explored differences in community college faculties’
perception of their leadership opportunities in instructional and institutional aspects of
their job, and the relationship between their leadership perceptions and the amount of
work time spent in these domains.
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1. Is there a difference between teachers ’perceptions o f their leadership opportu
nities relative to instructional issues in the classroom versus institutional (noninstructional, school-wide) aspects o f their job?
Instructional duties were defined to include classroom teaching, curriculum
development, and student advising. Non-instructional duties encompassed research,
professional growth, administration, service activity, and consulting.
2. Is there a relationship between teachers ’perceptions o f their leadership oppor
tunities relative to instructional issues in the classroom versus institutional (noninstructional, school-wide) aspects o f their jo b and the percentage o f work time
spent in instructional and non-instructional activities?
The next four research questions explored the relationship between community
college faculties’ perception o f their leadership opportunities in instructional and institu
tional aspects o f their job and teacher characteristics. These teacher characteristics
include faculty status (i.e., total/local years of experience, tenure, rank/title/position,
employment status), degree status, program area or discipline, level o f activity in pro
fessional presentations and/or publications.
3. Is there a relationship between teachers ’perceptions o f their leadership oppor
tunities relative to instructional issues in the classroom versus institutional (noninstructional, school-wide) aspects o f their jo b and teacher status (i.e., total/local
years o f experience, tenure/rank, title/position, employment status)?
4. Is there a relationship between teachers ’perceptions o f their leadership oppor
tunities relative to instructional issues in the classroom versus institutional (noninstructional, school-wide) aspects o f their jo b and degree status?
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5. Is there a relationship between teachers ’perceptions o f their leadership opportu
nities relative to instructional issues in the classroom versus institutional (noninstructional, school-wide) aspects o f their jo b and program area or discipline?
6. Is there a relationship between teachers ’perceptions o f their leadership opportu
nities relative to instructional issues in the classroom versus institutional (noninstructional, school-wide) aspects o f their jo b and level o f activity in professional
presentations and/or publications?
The seventh research question explored the relationship between community
college faculties’ perception o f their leadership opportunities in instructional and institu
tional aspects o f their job and school characteristics. School characteristics include orga
nizational structure (i.e., unions, campus leadership) and culture.
7. Is there a relationship between teachers ’perceptions o f their leadership opportu
nities relative to instructional issues in the classroom versus institutional (noninstructional, school-wide) aspects o f their jo b and organizational structure (i.e.,
union, campus leadership) or culture?
The eighth research question explored the relationship between community
college faculties’ perception o f their leadership opportunities in instructional and institu
tional aspects o f their job and socio-demographic characteristics. These characteristics
include gender, ethnicity/race, age, disability, and marital status.
8. Is there a relationship between teachers ’perceptions o f their leadership opportu
nities relative to instructional issues in the classroom versus institutional (noninstructional, school-wide) aspects o f their jo b and socio-demographic character
istics (i.e., gender, ethnicity/race, age, disability, and/or marital status)?
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The ninth and final research question explored the relationship between commu
nity college faculties’ perception o f their leadership opportunities in instructional and
institutional aspects o f their job and job satisfaction measures. These measures include
workload, job security, advancement opportunity, time to keep current in field, effective
ness of faculty leadership, freedom to do consulting, salary, benefits, spouse’s employ
ment opportunity, and overall job satisfaction.
9. Is there a relationship between teachers ’perceptions o f their leadership opportu
nities relative to instructional issues in the classroom versus institutional (noninstructional, school-wide) aspects o f their jo b and measures ofjob satisfaction
(i.e., workload, jo b security, advancement opportunity, time to keep current in
field, effectiveness o f faculty leadership, freedom to do consulting, salary, bene
fits, spouse’s employment opportunity, and overall jo b satisfaction)?
The study utilized an existing dataset obtained from the National Center for Edu
cation Statistics (NCES). The 1999 National Study of Post-Secondary Faculty
(NSOPSF:99) survey was designed to provide a national profile o f faculty backgrounds,
responsibilities, workloads, salaries, benefits, and attitudes. The researcher utilized a
subset of the NSOPSF:99 dataset to explore differences in teachers’ perceptions of their
leadership role relative to instructional issues in the classroom versus institutional (noninstructional, school-wide) issues, teacher characteristics, school characteristics and
socio-demographic characteristics, and measures o f job satisfaction. The data was used
to describe and interpret the experiences of community college teachers in order to under
stand their perception of their leadership role and explore the potential impact o f teacher
leadership on institutional governance and student success.
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Significance of the Study

This research addressed gaps in the teacher leadership literature by contributing a
quantitative analysis o f the leadership perceptions o f community college faculty. The
study further sought to describe effective teacher leadership strategies, to identify the
extent to which teacher leadership differs in practice from the models described in the
literature, and to provide insights that could inform educational policy and practice. The
results of the study should be o f interest to community college faculty and administrators,
teacher educators, and teacher preparation institutions, and policy makers as they work to
identify and implement change efforts related to curriculum and instruction, professional
development, institutional leadership and governance.

Summary— Chapter 1

Reform o f the U.S. public education system requires the commitment of federal,
state, and local educators and policy makers; the acknowledgement o f the complexity of
the task by all stakeholders; and the willingness to engage in systemic transformation
rather than “ad-hoc” reform initiatives. Teacher leadership has been described as the
foundation o f such a transformation, in that those most closely associated with students in
the classroom, their teachers, are in the best position to reconceptualize the education
system to yield the desired results— student success (Astuto, 1993; Lieberman & Miller,
2004; Lortie, 1975; Myran et al., 2003; Witcher, 2001). An analysis o f the differences in
teachers’ perceptions of their leadership role (relative to instructional issues in the class
room versus school-wide issues, teacher characteristics, school characteristics, socio-
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demographic characteristics, and measures o f job satisfaction) will provide needed
insights to inform educational policy and practice.
In Chapter 2 o f this dissertation, the researcher will establish the context for the
literature review by providing an overview o f leadership models in education and iden
tifying the model(s) with which teacher leadership is most closely aligned. The
researcher will then review the school improvement/reform literature to define teacher
leadership, identify various teacher leadership models, describe the perceptions of teacher
leaders about their experiences, describe the factors that motivate teachers to become
leaders including sources o f satisfaction with the role, identify success factors as well as
barriers to success, describe prescribed and reported benefits o f teacher leadership,
explore the relationship between teacher leadership and institutional effectiveness and
student achievement, and discuss the implications for pre-service teacher education and
professional development.
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CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

In a study by Shen (2001), differences in perception o f teacher leadership among
teachers and principals in elementary and secondary schools were explored. Shen’s study
focused on differences in perception that could be attributed to such teacher character
istics as employment status, years o f experience and tenure, as well as such school char
acteristics as school level (i.e., elementary or secondary), organizational structure, work
ing conditions, and location (i.e., urban, rural, suburban). The current study was pat
terned after Shen’s earlier research.
For the purposes o f this study, the researcher first distinguished between the
instructional and institutional (non-instructional, school-wide) activities of community
college faculty, and sought to describe any differences in perception of their leadership
opportunities relative to these job aspects. Differences in teachers’ leadership percep
tions in these two domains that could be attributed to (1) teacher characteristics, (2)
school characteristics, (3) socio-demographic characteristics, and (4) measures o f job
satisfaction, were then explored.
The literature review is organized into two main sections. The chapter begins with
an overview of leadership models in education which, for the purposes of this study, are
categorized into three broad domains; teacher leadership is then positioned within this
leadership matrix. The chapter next defines teacher leadership and identifies various
23
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teacher leadership models. The majority o f the teacher leadership models found in the
literature are from secondary education; due to the limited discussion o f community col
lege teacher leadership models the researcher has utilized secondary models as a proxy.
The second section describes the perceptions of teacher leaders about their experi
ences and the factors that motivate teachers to become leaders, including sources of satis
faction with the role. Factors that are attributed to the success o f teacher leadership
initiatives, as well as barriers to success, are also described. The benefits o f teacher
leadership are explored, including the relationship between teacher leadership and institu
tional effectiveness and student achievement. The chapter ends with a discussion of the
implications o f the teacher leadership movement for pre-service teacher education and
professional development.
The literature review provided only anecdotal descriptions o f the extent to which
community college faculty are able to influence their work environment and participate in
institutional leadership, and the review o f secondary teacher leadership models yielded
little in terms o f quantifiable data relative to the teacher characteristics, school character
istics, and socio-demographic characteristics o f teacher leaders. This study will address
gaps in the teacher leadership literature by contributing a quantitative analysis o f the
leadership experiences of community college faculty relative to teacher, school, and
socio-demographic characteristics.

Overview of Leadership Models in Education

While a link has been established between leadership and institutional effective
ness, the complex relationship between these organizational variables (factors) requires
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further study (Andrews & Crowther, 2002; Brost, 2000; Davidson & Dell, 2003;
Dickerson, 1992; Newmann & Wehlage, 1995; Patterson & Patterson, 2004; Shen, 2001).
Individual leadership styles, traits, and constructs have been widely studied; however, a
strong link between specific leadership models and institutional effectiveness has not yet
been established. According to Bums, “leadership is one o f the most observed and least
understood phenomena on earth” (1978, p. 2). This statement is particularly apparent in
education. In fact, most o f the leadership models in education were borrowed from other
disciplines, primarily business, with the study o f educational leadership regarded as “an
eclectic pursuit” (Cuthbert, cited in Bush, 1995, p. 23).
In Theories o f Educational Management (1995), Bush described traditional
leadership models in education to include the structural, systems, bureaucratic, rational,
and hierarchical models; other educational leadership models include political models,
subjective models, ambiguity models, the collegial (collective/participatory) models, and
cultural models. The traditional models emphasize structure and authority, and political
models emphasize conflict and power. Subjective models emphasize the individual
rather than the institution, and ambiguity models emphasize fluid participation in deci
sion-making. Collegial (collective/participatory) models emphasize shared power and
decision-making and cultural models emphasize shared values and meanings. Each of
these models is highly normative (i.e., reflect beliefs about how schools should be man
aged) and selective (i.e., emphasis is placed on some organizational elements at the
expense of others) and are, for the most part, mutually exclusive (Bush, 1995). Situa
tional or contingency leadership models, however, emphasize the analysis of contextual
factors (such as task, relationships, and organizational culture) to determine the optimal
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leadership approach (Andrew, 1974; Murphy, 2005). These models represent a more
flexible and integrated approach to leadership. The prevalence in the literature of collab
orative leadership models emphasizing inclusive leadership also denotes a shift from
traditional conceptions of singular leadership—vested in senior level administrators—to
leadership that is shared throughout the institution (Astuto, 1993; Davidson & Dell, 2003;
Hynes & Summers, 1990; Keedy, 1991; Vasquez-Levy & Timmerman, 2000). Collabo
rative models represent a break from previous leadership models’ strong association of
leadership with power and position.
The subjectivity o f leadership— specifically, the influence o f knowledge and
personal experience on individual perceptions of, and approaches to, leadership— has also
been explored. (Subjectivity leadership models differ from the traditional subjective
model in that the former emphasized organizational goals and the latter emphasized
individual goals). Studies of women in leadership positions, using a subjectivity model
as a lens, have yielded only tenuous links between gender and leadership characteristics;
caring, collaboration, flexibility, and encouragement are described as “feminine” charac
teristics, while rationality, competitiveness, rigidity, and restraint are considered “mascu
line” (Tedrow & Rhoads, 1999; Whitsett & Riley, 2003). The subjective leadership
experience and perceptions of minority populations, including people o f color (non
white) and homosexuals, have also been minimally explored.
Distributed leadership is a more recent form of collaborative and participative
leadership models that is discussed extensively in the teacher leadership literature.
“Distributive leadership stresses the importance o f leadership that is distributed and per
formed by several people including the formal leader” (Richardson, 2003, p. 1). Murphy
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(2005) stated that “current efforts to redefine leadership are rooted in notions of distribu
tion; and the recognition that leadership permeates organizations rather than residing in
particular people or formal positions o f authority” (p. 29). These references (Richard
son’s and M urphy’s) to a “formal” leader are significant, in that they reveal an important
distinction found in the teacher leadership literature that described teacher leadership as
either formal roles or as the exercise o f informal, relational influence.
Positionality theory further explores the idea that personal experiences, as well as
power conditions, contribute to individual interpretations of leadership (Kezar, 2000).
However, positionality theory moves beyond a single aspect o f an individual’s experience
(i.e., gender) to encompass the broad range of knowledge and experience that contribute
to their self-concept, or identity. Pluralistic or multicultural leadership models differ
from the popular collaborative models in that they do not foster consensus building at the
expense of the exploration and acknowledgement o f diverse perspectives. These models
offer a redefinition o f leadership that acknowledges the multiple definitions and views of
diverse groups and individuals.
A new conceptualization o f leadership in education, known as parallel leadership,
emerged from a five-year study o f the organizational dynamics o f school reform. Parallel
leadership is defined as “a process whereby teacher leaders and their principals engage in
collective action to build capacity.... It embodies mutual respect, shared purpose and
allowance for individual expression” (Andrews & Crowther, 2002, p. 155). Figure 1
illustrates the parallel work of teacher leaders and administrative leaders: Rather than
emphasizing the distinct positions that teachers and administrators have traditionally held
in schools, parallel theory identifies the primary domain that each is responsible for while
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providing for “joint inquiry into ways to enrich the school’s vision and pedagogy ... to
enhance the alignment between these key school elements” (Andrews & Crowther, 2002,
p. 155).

Pedagogical D evelopm ent
(Teachers as Leaders)

Stimulus
Ideas

Align
ment

Enhanced
School
Capacity

Strategic D evelopm ent
(Principal as Leader)

Figure 1. Parallel leadership (source: Andrews & Crowther, 2002, p. 154).

For the purposes o f this study, the researcher has categorized the predominant
leadership models discussed in the literature into three broad domains (see Table 1)—
transactional leadership, transformational leadership, and situational/contingency lead
ership models— and to identify where teacher leadership falls within the matrix. In
Organizational Behavior in Education: Instructional Leadership and School Reform,
Owens (2001) alluded to two o f the three domains: “We know that we can deliberately
choose from between two competing alternative strategies o f leading and organizing:
traditional top-down hierarchy [transactional] or a more collegial participative [trans
formational] approach” (p. 33). The third domain, situational/contingency leadership,
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encompass those models that emphasize the analysis of contextual factors which, in turn,
may prescribe a leadership approach from either the transactional or transformational
domain, or indicate an appropriate hybrid response. Table 1 illustrates where the
researcher placed the dominant leadership models in education within the three domains.

Table 1
Matrix of Leadership Models in Education
Transactional Models

Transformational Models

Situational Models

Bureaucratic

Ambiguity

Contingency

Hierarchical

Collective

Multicultural

Political

Collegial

Pluralistic

Rational

Cultural

Positionality

Structural

Distributive

Subjective (org.)

Subjective (indv.)

Parallel

Systems

Participative

In his seminal work, Leadership, Bums (1978) conceptualized transactional and
transformation leadership, primarily from a socio-political perspective, and identified the
“crucial” variable that distinguishes them—purpose. First, he defined leadership as “a
structure o f action that engages persons, to varying degrees, throughout the levels and
among the interstices of society” (i.e., organization) to meet (organizational) goals (p. 3).
He described the act of leadership as an interaction between the leader and his/her fol
lowers, “with different levels of motivations and of power potential, including skill, and
pursuit of a common or at least joint purpose” (p. 19). The key element in the leaderfollower interaction is the degree to which the leader engages his followers beyond the
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satisfaction o f an immediate need, elevating the relationship beyond a mere transaction to
the shared pursuit o f a higher purpose.
Where transactional and transformational models are clearly at opposite ends of
the leadership continuum, situational/contingency models represent a “middle ground.”
These models recognize the need to analyze each issue, opportunity, or problem in con
text before determining an appropriate response:
The situational approach emphasizes the importance o f contextual factors
that influence leadership processes. Major situational variables include
the characteristics o f followers, the nature o f the work performed by
leader’s unit, the type of organization, and the nature o f the external
environment. (Yukl, 2002, p. 13)
Based on an analysis o f contextual factors, leaders will choose an appropriate response to
each unique situation, which may fall into the transactional domain, the transformational
domain, or somewhere in between. In Academic Leadership at the Millennium: Politics
or Porcelain, Bimbaum (1999) lent credibility to the concept o f situational leadership:
“I am sure that leadership is culturally defined, socially constructed, and situationally
dependent. Other than that, little is certain” (p. 5).
The current study positions teacher leadership in the transformational domain
based on the assumption o f shared power and decision-making at its core— a common
characteristic o f the collegial, participative, and distributive leadership models in this
domain. This study also views teacher leadership using a positional lens. The positional
model, as well as multicultural and pluralistic models, is classified in the situational
domain based on its emphasis on contextual factors such as organizational roles, indi
vidual experiences, and/or personal perceptions of leadership. The positional model
provides a useful lens when attempting to define teacher leadership, because it acknowl
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edges that teacher leadership means different things to different people— not only will
teachers’ definitions o f teacher leadership differ based on their role in the organization,
individual experiences, and leadership perceptions; so, too, will the perceptions of com
munity college administrators and staff differ in this regard. Parallel leadership, as
applied to teacher leadership, emphasizes a sharing o f ideas between teachers and admin
istrators as opposed to a shifting of authority from administrators to teachers. Unlike
most forms o f distributed leadership, however, parallel leadership affirms the equality
and value o f teachers’ and administrators’ leadership functions in achieving organiza
tional goals, and incorporates key elements of the multicultural and collaborative leader
ship models (Andrews & Crowther, 2002).

Definitions o f Teacher Leadership

Teacher leadership is broadly constructed. The teacher leadership literature
reveals divergent perspectives relative to the formality o f teacher leadership roles and the
nature of tasks performed by teacher leaders (i.e., managerial or strategic leadership),
distinct or shared domains o f expertise and influence among teacher leaders and admin
istrators (i.e., curriculum and instruction and/or strategic planning and management) and
scope of decision-making authority (i.e., individual classroom or organizational). The
following definitions o f teacher leadership found in the literature, presented in chrono
logical order, illustrate this diversity:
•

A teacher leader is “a competent educator with special skills in analyzing teach
ing, working with students, implementing change, and developing curriculum ...”
(Andrew, 1974, p. iii).
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• A lead teacher is “a person who continues to teach students while at the same time
accepting greater responsibility for assisting colleagues and for the success o f the
overall school program” (Hynes & Summers, 1990, p. 1).
• “Teacher leadership is behavior that facilitates principled pedagogical action
toward whole-school success. It derives from the distinct power of teaching to
shape meaning for children, youth and adults” (Andrews & Crowther, 2002,
p. 154).
•

Teacher leadership is “defined less by the actions o f single leaders than by a set of
leadership tasks shared across a broad segment o f the school community”
(Murphy, 2005, p. 91).
As the teacher leadership movement evolved, the perception o f teachers as in

form al leaders changed to reflect more form al leadership roles. W ith the introduction of
site-based management and distributed leadership in schools, however, this distinction
began to blur. Site-based management represents a shift from centralized authority to
local decision-making in an effort to stimulate school improvement efforts (Patterson &
Marshall, 2001), while distributed leadership represents a shift from singular to shared
leadership. The result o f these shifts has been the conception of leadership as being
vested in all individuals in schools rather than only in formal positions.
A second important distinction found in the literature is the idea that teacher
leadership is not a distribution of administrative (e.g., managerial) tasks to faculty, but
rather the distribution o f influence, authority, and decision-making throughout the orga
nization (Cowdery, 2004). These two distinctions are important in that they appear to be
linked. Early conceptions of teacher leadership describe informal, quasi-administrative
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roles for teachers. As teacher leadership evolved, the definitions began to describe more
formal leadership roles in which teachers exercised considerable autonomy and authority,
particularly in regard to curriculum and instruction issues.
The most recent definitions o f teacher leadership emphasize the institution-wide
influence and authority o f teachers. The conceptualization o f teacher leadership in the
literature is clearly tied to the evolution of leadership theory. Early definitions of teacher
leadership were conceptualized within the context o f hierarchical models of leadership,
with teachers exercising only classroom-level authority; more recent definitions of
teacher leadership integrate characteristics o f distributed, positionality, pluralistic, multi
cultural, parallel, and reciprocal leadership theories. As a result, the definition of teacher
leadership has expanded to encompass school-wide influence and shared decision
making that is not bounded by classroom walls or limited to matters o f pedagogy. In
sum, Murphy (2005) described eight guiding principles o f the teacher leadership
movement:
(1) Teacher leadership is grounded in classrooms; (2) effective teaching is
a prelude to teacher leadership; (3) teacher leadership is collaborative
work; (4) teacher leadership is community anchored; (5) teacher leader
ship is a service function; (6) teacher leadership is co-constructed, it is a
co-learning process (for teacher leadership to work, the source of power
and authority has to be granted to the leaders by their colleagues—those
they wish to lead); (7) context is im portant... ; and (8) teacher leadership
makes a difference (teacher leaders are more likely to change classroom
practices and other teachers, improving instruction and thereby improving
student achievement), (pp. 67-68)
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Teacher Leadership Models

For the purpose o f this study, teacher leadership is categorized as a collaborative
model o f leadership in the transformational leadership domain. Further, the researcher
has classified the teacher leadership models identified in the literature into three cate
gories, including Career Differentiation/Role models, Professional Development models,
and Learning Community/Cultural models. A classification o f teacher leadership models
in education can be found in Table 2. The majority o f the models described in the
literature pertain to K-12 public schools; due to the limited discussion o f community
college teacher leadership models the researcher has utilized secondary models as a
proxy. Models that pertain specifically to community colleges are denoted by an asterisk
in the table.

Table 2
Classification o f Teacher Leadership Models in Education
Career Differentiation/
Role Models

Professional Development
Models

Learning Community
Cultural Models

Union/ Coalitional
Leadership Model

Urban Mathematics
Collaborative Model

Accelerated School
Project Model

Differentiated
Staffing Model

High Schools That Work
Model

The Basic School: A
Community for Learners

Lead Teacher
Model

Southeastern Teacher
Leadership Center Model

Triadic Model
(Critical Leadership)

Teacher Collegial
Group Model

Tomorrow’s Schools Model

Maine School Leadership
Network Model

Excellence in Teaching
& Learning Model*

Parallel Teachers as
Leaders/TL Framework

Building a World of
Learners (4D’s) Model*
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Career Differentiation/Role Models

Union/Coalitional Leadership Model

According to Murphy (2005), the teacher leadership models developed during the
1980s and early 1990s “were constructed using institutional and organizational blue
prints” (p. 83). These early teacher leadership models were implemented in highly
bureaucratic organizations and are characterized by the assignment o f teachers to formal,
though limited, leadership roles in the existing hierarchical structure. Teachers who
desired to exercise leadership outside o f their classrooms were assigned to traditional
roles such as union representatives, department heads, and committee chairs. Cooper (in
Astuto, 1993) described three traditional paths for career “upward mobility” that had
been available to teachers, including “union leadership, school-site decision making team
participation, and quasi-administrators o f special programs” (p. 9). These early forms of
teacher leadership were based on “an individually grounded conception of leadership” in
which “leadership is the property of individual educators, not an element of the school as
an organization ... traditional views of teachers as implementers [italics added] rather than
as initiators [italics added] generally hold” (Murphy, 2005, p. 87).

Differentiated Staffing Models

Teacher Leadership models that emerged following the publication of A Nation at
Risk (1983), A Nation Prepared (1986), and Tomorrow’s Teachers: A Report o f the
Holmes Group (1986), were characterized by a differentiated career ladder for teachers.
Like the early teacher leadership models, these “differentiated staffing” models also
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emphasized the prevailing hierarchical organizational structure found in schools; how
ever, these models expanded (restructured) the hierarchy to include a tiered teaching
profession. The National Commission on Excellence in Education (1983) recommended
the development of career ladders for teachers to “distinguish among the beginning
instructor, the experienced teacher, and the master teacher” (p. 77). The Carnegie Forum
on Education and the Economy (1986) recommended the creation o f a “National Board
for Professional Teaching Standards” and restructuring the teaching profession to include
a category o f “Lead Teachers” (p. 55). The Holmes Group recommended a distinction
between instructor, professional teacher, and career professional (Soltis, 1987). Other
differentiated staffing models include distinctions between teacher, associate teacher,
senior teacher, and master teacher; and intern teacher, resident teacher, professional
teacher, and career teacher (Murphy, 2005).
Differentiated staffing models were developed to address the “unstaged” nature of
teaching in order to attract and retain high quality teachers and leaders to the profession.
In School-teacher: A Sociological Study, Lortie (1975) described teaching as an unstaged
profession characterized by a lack of monetary “staging,” whereby income rises in stages
over the course of a career. Instead, teachers’ earnings are “frontloaded in the sense that
one begins at a high level relative to one’s ultimate earning potential” (p. 84). Differ
entiated staffing models provided the requisite career stages, and were also expected to
make teaching a more attractive career by providing teachers with the autonomy found in
other professions “to make the key decisions about the services they render” (Carnegie
Forum on Education and the Economy, 1986, p. 58).

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

37
Lead Teacher Model

The Lead Teacher (LT) model implemented in North Carolina in 1987, based on a
recommendation o f the Carnegie report, had two primary goals: “professionalizing the
workplace for all staff, and increasing student learning opportunities and outcomes”
(Dickerson, 1992, p. 5). In the restructured workplace, lead teachers taught half-time and
were elected by the faculty to serve two-year terms; teachers were able to delegate tasks
to support staff assigned only to them, and provide input into school policy making and
resource allocation. O f the 27 categories o f activity reported by the teacher leaders who
participated in the pilot program, however, the majority o f their time was spent in three
areas: “curriculum, attending meetings, and student management” (p. 11).

Teacher Collegial Group Model

The primary purpose of the Teacher Collegial Group (TCG) model advocated by
the National Governors Association in 1990 was to “promote new collegial relationships
among teachers” and provide teachers with the “opportunity to share successful instruc
tional strategies” (Keedy, 1991, pp. 7-8). Both the LT and TCG models, however, were
developed using the same institutional and organizational blueprints as the role-based and
differentiated staffing models and do not challenge the traditional hierarchical organiza
tional structure found in schools, effectively limiting teacher involvement to classroom
and instructional pedagogy issues.
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Professional Development Models

Like differentiated staffing models, professional development models emphasize
the recruitment and retention of highly qualified teachers and the development of school
leaders. While there is a great deal of overlap between the differentiated staffing and
professional development models, the focal point o f each is clearly discemable. Whereas
differentiated staffing models promote a staged career ladder, professional development
models focus on (1) development of high quality teacher preparation programs, (2) inservice professional development programs, and (3) leadership development programs for
teachers. Further, differentiated staffing models were developed to attract and retain high
quality teachers by making teaching “a more rewarding and respected profession”; the
goal of professional development models were to “attract outstanding students to the
teaching profession” and require them “to meet high educational standards” (National
Commission on Excellence in Education, 1984, pp. 76-77), and promote a long-term
focus for in-service and leadership development programs that are context-specific (i.e.,
relevant to local issues), developed by or in association with teachers, and actively
supported by administrators.
As early as 1974, Andrew advocated the creation o f teacher leadership roles in
schools; in Teacher Leadership: A Model fo r Change, 14 changes in pre-service and inservice teacher education were outlined. These changes would promote “new emphases”
in teacher education programs, including development o f a positive personal and pro
fessional identity, professional commitment, responsibility for individual growth and the
professional growth o f colleagues, institutional and curricular leadership, and peer
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leadership (p. 53). Andrew’s pre-service framework included the development o f “a
broad basis for personal decision-making and change” relative to educational philosophy
and practice, including the ability to reflect upon and change personal teaching practices
(p. 55). It is likely that Andrew’s work influenced the structure and content o f many of
the pre-service and in-service models described in this chapter. The third form of pro
fessional development models, leadership development programs, focus on developing
teachers for leadership positions in a complex, changing environment. Murphy (2005)
stressed the need to “provide professional development experiences related to emerging
models o f team leadership and organizational learning” (p. 157). These leadership
development models emphasize the interaction of teachers and administrators while
participating in the program and in the work environment, as well as the dynamics of
team membership, shared decision-making, and organizational learning and community
building. Several professional development models are described below and are pre
sented in chronological order.

Urban Mathematics Collaborative Model

The Urban Mathematics Collaborative (UMC) founded in 1985 by the Ford
Foundation emphasized decreasing teacher isolation and increasing collegiality, recog
nition o f teachers’ subject matter expertise by administrators, and teacher involvement in
“building, departmental, or district level” decision-making. The UMC model was
initially implemented in five cities and expanded to include 16 cities by 1991, with
teachers becoming “the primary source for innovative instructional proposals, curriculum
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planning, and professional development activities” (Vasquez-Levy & Timmerman, 2000,
pp. 365-366).

High Schools That Work Model

The High Schools That Work (HSTW) program emphasized the empowerment of
teachers and school leaders to learn from one another and share their expertise to achieve
their common goals, provision o f common planning time for teachers, and the advance
ment of teacher leadership through strategically enhanced professional development
efforts that are specific to local needs (Cowdery, 2004). HSTW began in 1987 as an
initiative o f the Southern Regional Education Board in Atlanta, Georgia, and has ex
panded to include more than 1,300 schools across the nation.

The Southeastern Teacher Leadership Center Model

The Southeastern Teacher Leadership Center (STLC) was a leadership develop
ment program for teachers developed in 1989 in partnership with W est Chester Univer
sity, the Pennsylvania Department of Education, and the Philadelphia School District.
“The focus of the STLC is the training, education, and development o f teacher leaders”
(Hynes & Summers, 1990, p. 3) which includes training in leadership, team membership,
and interpersonal skills as well as individual assessment, local relevance, and long-term
support for participants. Both teachers and administrators attend the STLC together,
beginning with a Leadership Seminar. The Leadership Seminar has three components,
including self assessment, leadership and team building workshops, and networking, and
may be taken for graduate credit.
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Leadership fo r Tom orrow’s Schools Model

The Leadership for Tomorrow’s Schools (LTS) program, an initiative o f the
Southern Maine Partnership (SMP) that began in 1997, created an alternative teacher
education program to develop the leaders needed for a changing school environment.
The LTS program is the result o f a planning backward model intended to redesign
(transform) schools by developing a program “to prepare leaders for the schools they
envisioned” (Lieberman & Miller, 2004, p. 43). The LTS program was designed as a
two-year cohort program made up o f teams of district teachers that were selected by their
superintendents for their leadership potential. LTS participants worked in district teams
and with district managers to develop a “shared vocabulary and knowledge base” about
teaching (Lieberman & Miller, 2004, p. 46). The program includes participation in
classroom observations, both as an observer and the observed, as well as analysis of
district policy, practice, and organizational culture and their affect on teacher leadership.

Faculty Learners/Excellence in Teaching and Learning Model

Two community college models, the Faculty Learners/Excellence in Teaching and
Learning model and the Building a World of Learners (4D ’s model), address the need for
professional education training (i.e., pedagogy) in community colleges. Community
college teachers are experts in their content areas but many, particularly adjunct faculty,
have not had the benefit o f professional education training. The Faculty Learners/
Excellence in Teaching and Learning model utilizes a Center for Excellence in Teaching
and Learning to promote “a culture o f learning” in which campus leaders “conveyed a
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strong message to faculty throughout the college that learning is the number one priority”
(Harris, Rouseff-Baker, & Treat, 2002, pp. 30-31). In addition to supporting existing
full- and part-time faculty, the Center was envisioned in 1991 as a way to support the
large number o f new faculty on campus who were replacing retirees. The Center was
also developed as a means of developing collegiality among faculty members and in
cluded a successful mentoring program. According to Harris and associates,
the lasting impact o f the Center for Excellence in Teaching and Learning
has relevance for community college faculty everywhere ... participation
in the center allows leaders to surface. This idea o f supporting faculty by
allowing them to leam more and then teach it to others is both a rewarding
and productive model. (2002, p. 31)
These models acknowledge the centrality o f the faculty role in student learning and
illustrate the need for the commitment o f campus leadership to support the continued
growth o f faculty members and leaders.

Building a World o f Learners (4D's Model)

A second community college professional development model, the 4D ’s model,
was described by W allin in 2002. This model requires that community colleges define
professional development, determine professional development needs o f faculty, describe
current professional development practice, and develop a vision for future professional
development activity. Both the 4D ’s model and the Faculty Learners/Excellence in
Teaching and Learning model link faculty learning with student success. According to
Wallin (2002) “it is the faculty who have the most influence over the success o f the
teaching mission of the community college” and, therefore, “it is faculty development
that has the greatest impact on student learners” (p. 34). Building a World of Learners is
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a 3-step process that includes securing the commitment o f school leadership, adminis
tration of a needs assessment that addresses “faculty needs as a teacher, as a professional
and scholar, and as an individual,” and providing professional development activities that
support the goals o f the institution while meeting the needs of departments and programs
(Wallin, 2002, p. 35).

Learning Community/Cultural Models

According to Murphy,
over the past 15 years, research on teaching, school improvement, and
professional developm ent... has shown us that schools will benefit from
becoming collaborative learning communities, or communities o f prac
tice.... effective teacher development depends in large part on building a
community o f learners. (2005, p. 149)
In Teacher Leadership (2004), Lieberman and Miller described how teacher leadership is
“built and sustained within professional communities o f practice” (p. 33). DuFour and
Eaker (1998), described professional learning communities as being characterized by “a
shared mission, vision, and values; collective inquiry; collaborative teams; an orientation
toward action and a willingness to experiment; commitment to continuous improvement;
and a focus on results” (p. 45). In professional learning communities:
Teachers assume leadership naturally as part of a more professional con
ception o f work (Darling-Hammond et ah, 1995, p. 88): Teacher leaders
... emerge as a matter of course in informally structured positions (Odell,
1997, p. 121) ... [The calculus shifts from fdling roles to] creating an
interactive community o f teachers collaborating for improvement and ex
perimentation in their schools (Boles & Troen, 1996, p. 48), [to] creating
collaborative work cultures (Fullan, 1994, p. 247) [and] community
related approaches to enhancing teaching and learning (Griffin, 1995, p.
37). [Leadership is viewed as an organizational property and professional
phenomena, as both] distributed performance on tasks or functions [and]
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as an organization wide resource o f power and influence (Smylie, et al.,
2002, p. 173). (Murphy, 2005, pp. 90-91)
Several learning community/cultural models are described below and are pre
sented in chronological order.

Accelerated Schools Project Model

The Accelerated Schools Project (ASP) model was developed by Henry Levin of
Stanford University in 1986 and is based on three principles, including unity of purpose,
empowerment, and building on strengths (DuFour & Eaker, 1998). ASP “empowers
everyone in the school community to share in the opportunities and responsibilities
involved in using his or her own resources and expertise to solve challenges and grow”
(Davidson & Dell, 2003, p. 5). The ASP model utilizes committee membership and the
Inquiry Process to solve problems and identify solutions, and was implemented in three
schools that were studied by Davidson and Dell in 2003:
teachers involved in this project [were] empowered to create work
environments where they take time for reflective thought and group
discussion, use methods o f group inquiry, set up school-wide attainable
goals based on student needs and teacher abilities, and form collective
cadres that work toward the greater good o f the whole school, (p. 4)
The researchers identified four elements necessary to support teacher leadership, includ
ing the establishment o f a school vision with “clearly defined goals,” opportunities for
teachers to be involved in decision-making, a change in teachers’ perception “from that
of merely a follower to a facilitator,” and support o f teachers’ expanded roles by school
administrators and district leadership (p. 18).
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The Basic School Model: A Community fo r Learners

A 1995 publication o f the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching
advocated the restructuring of public education into a Basic School (language and general
education), a Common School (general education core), and a Transition School (college
preparation and vocational education). The author, Ernest Boyer, organized elementary
education (Basic School) around four priorities: “(1) the school as community, (2) a cur
riculum with coherence, (3) a climate for learning, and (4) a commitment to character”
(DuFour & Eaker, 1998, pp. 314-315). The restructured schools envisioned by Boyer
have “a clear and vital mission, and those within the school work as a community to
fulfill that mission” (DuFour & Eaker, 1998, p. 314). Further, ongoing professional
development for teachers is a critical component.

Triadic Model/Critical Leadership

In Politics, School Improvement, and Social Justice: A Triadic Model o f Teacher
Leadership, Webb, Neumann, and Jones (2004) applied Portin’s triadic model of
leadership to teacher leadership. Portin’s triadic model (1999) identified three domains
o f leadership, including the transactional and transformation leadership domains first
conceptualized by Bums (1978) and a third domain o f critical leadership. Critical lead
ership, like distributive leadership models, emphasizes the distribution o f leadership
throughout the organization, but moves beyond traditional conceptions o f positional
authority which distinguish between leaders and followers and moves toward a group
conception o f leadership.
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Critical leadership is a consensual task, a sharing o f ideas and a sharing of
responsibilities where a “leader” is a leader for the moment only, where
the leadership exerted must be validated by the consensus o f followers,
and where leadership lies in the struggles o f a community to find meaning
for itself.... As the group works together, at any given time, the leader can
become the follower. (Webb et al., 2004, p. 4)
Similar to situational models o f leadership, Portin’s triadic model o f leadership assumed
the ability o f leaders to utilize the three domains “according to varied purposes and
shifting situations” (Webb et al., p. 2). In applying the critical leadership model to the
complex task o f school reform, Webb et al. acknowledged another common theme in the
literature— teachers need to deliberately and consistently assert their expert authority and
engage in dialogue with all members o f the school community in order to effect reform.
One facet that remains constant in characterizing teacher leadership ... is
the fundamental need for teachers to deliberately take on the responsibility
o f agency in their work.... Teachers need to claim the role o f critical
leaders so they can better understand the power o f the content that they
teach, and better empower their students and themselves within schools as
well as in society. (Webb et al., p. 5)

Maine School Leadership Network Model

The Maine School Leadership Network (MSLN) model “combines individual
coaching, reflection on practice, and a ‘community o f learners’ network to support the
efforts o f principals and teacher leaders to develop effective and sustainable leadership
for Maine’s schools” (Donaldson, Bowe, MacKenzie, & Mamik, 2004, p. 539). Teachers
and administrators participate together in a two-year program that focuses on relational
leadership, the intra-personal dimension o f leadership, and self awareness. MSLN
promotes a “learning by doing” approach to school leadership in which participants
prepare a Leadership Development Plan (LDP) and a School Analysis Profile and Plan
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(SAPP); the former focuses the participant’s learning “in the context o f the action goals
o f the school’s plan for change”; the latter provides a “diagnostic framework for under
standing the goals, the interpersonal dynamics, the implementation efforts, and the effects
of a particular school improvement effort” (Donaldson et a l, 2004, p. 541). The program
further requires participants to collect “evidence o f impacts on the school” that demon
strate how their leadership skills have grown and how they have impacted student
learning (p. 541). In addition, MSLN participants are grouped into “critical colleagues”
teams to provide a network of support for one another; the researchers regard “this form
o f companionship-in-leaming as a necessary condition for leadership development and
one that has proved to live on beyond the two years o f the program” (p. 544). The MSLN
model incorporates a recurring theme found in the literature— school leaders must foster
communities o f learning in schools by taking responsibility for “their own and others’
learning” while encouraging others to do the same (p. 540).

Parallel Teacher Leadership/TL Framework

The parallel teacher leadership model shares the group conception o f leadership,
shared vision, and task focus o f the ASP and triadic models. The Teachers as Leaders
(TL) framework developed by Andrews and Crowther (2002) is based on their theory of
parallel leadership (see Figure 1, Parallel Leadership, p. 28). The framework establishes
six teacher leadership behaviors:
Teacher leaders (1) convey convictions about a better world; (2) strive for
authenticity in their teaching, learning and assessment practices; (3) facil
itate communities o f learning through organization-wide processes; (4)
confront barriers in the school’s culture and structures; (5) translate ideas
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into sustainable systems and action; and (6) nurture a culture o f success.
(Andrews & Crowther, 2002, p. 158)
The TL framework focuses on teacher leadership tasks rather than the characteristics of
teacher leaders. In parallel leadership, teachers’ leadership activity is focused on peda
gogical development while the administrator’s principal leadership activity is strategic
development. Parallel leadership and the TL framework provide for joint inquiry be
tween teachers and administrators relative to these domains of expertise, and establish the
equality, importance, and co-dependence of each group’s work in achieving school goals.
Andrews and Crowther’s research found that teacher leadership did not “flourish inde
pendently o f the principalship,” and that the relationship between teachers and principals
in schools that had successfully implemented teacher leadership was based on three
qualities: “mutual trust and respect; a sense o f shared directionality; and allowance for
individual expression” (2002, p. 154).

Summary of Teacher Leadership Models

The researcher classified the teacher leadership models identified in the literature
into three categories: Career Differentiation/Role models, Professional Development
models, and Learning Community/Cultural models. The teacher leadership movement
began with role-based models and moved toward the conceptualization of communitybased models. Similar to the leadership continuum, which positions transactional and
transformational leadership models as polar opposites, the teacher leadership literature
places role-based and community-based models at opposing ends o f a continuum. Rolebased models emphasize formal leadership positions and the authority traditionally vested
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within them, with limited authority prescribed to teachers; community-based models
emphasize leadership that is disbursed throughout the organization, with considerably
less emphasis placed upon positional authority and more emphasis on the relational and
subject-matter (expert) authority o f teachers. This organizational view o f leadership
moves away from traditional conceptions o f leadership and authority to emphasize a
professional community that shares the “leadership tasks, behaviors, and functions” that
are necessary for school leadership and improvement. “The focus here, more so than in
role based strategies, is on issues of learning and teaching rather than on administrative
activities and management functions” (Murphy, 2005, pp. 90-91). Community-based
teacher leadership models are based on the premise that all individuals can contribute to
school leadership. In these models, “schools become leadership-dense organizations”
(Murphy, p. 93).
The Teacher Leadership models in community colleges described in this study
focus on the professional development o f teachers. This is particularly important in light
o f the large numbers o f adjunct faculty employed in community colleges that possess
varying degrees of pedagogical knowledge and skill. The professional development
models identified are embedded within a learning community philosophy, which places a
high value on learning throughout the organization. Strong support for faculty develop
ment must be evident among campus leadership, and a culture o f collaboration and
collegiality among faculty must be nurtured. Most important, however, is the acknowl
edgement o f the centrality o f the faculties’ role in student learning and the recognition
that improvements in student learning cannot be achieved without a strong commitment
to the ongoing support and development o f teachers.
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Perceptions o f Teacher Leadership

There are two divergent perspectives of teacher leadership described in the liter
ature. Researchers who question the viability of teacher leadership as a means of school
improvement point to teachers’ lack o f knowledge o f the complexity o f school-wide
issues and o f leadership theory. Thereto, concern that expanding the teachers’ role would
correspondingly diminish the authority o f school administrators and threaten the status
quo in schools was also evident. On the other hand, researchers who advocated teacher
leadership underscored the centrality o f the teacher-student relationship and the impact of
enhanced professionalism on teachers’ self-efficacy— and, ultimately, on student engage
ment and learning. In addition, organizational culture was described throughout the liter
ature as a key determinant of the success or failure o f any teacher leadership initiative.

Leadership Preparation

A common criticism of teacher leadership was the perceived inability of teachers
to move beyond the classroom and contribute to school-wide improvement. Reform of
teacher education programs to “upgrade the quality o f and/or extend programs for pre
paring teachers” and strengthening teacher leadership as a means o f achieving school
improvement was a central theme of A Nation at Risk (National Commission on Excel
lence in Education, 1984, p. 37). In Reforming Schools Through Teacher Leadership: A
Program fo r Classroom Teachers as Agents o f Change (2001), McCay et al. cite Bolman
and Deal to point out that neither traditional pre-service nor inservice teacher programs
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provide teachers with “lenses to help them understand the nature o f leadership and the
complex systems in which leadership is exercised” (p. 3).

Paradigm Paralysis

Viewed within what Murphy (2005) termed a “hierarchical organizational blue
print,” teacher leadership was perceived to threaten the status quo. Administrators were
unwilling, or unable, to look beyond the prevailing bureaucratic organizational paradigm
found in schools to conceive o f another way to structure their work. Thereto, policy
makers embraced school reform that was consistent with prevailing organizational struc
tures and, supposedly, most cost effective and easily implemented (Astuto, 1993). These
school administrators and policy makers suffered from what Joel Barker in the video The
Business o f Paradigms (2001), termed “paradigm paralysis” whereby teacher leadership,
which “runs counter to the mainstream o f traditional [school] management,” would not
be considered a viable strategy with which to affect school reform (Astuto, p. 40).
Paradigm paralysis occurs when organizations are unable to examine the unconscious
“patterns o f thoughts, beliefs, and values they use” in making sense o f the world (Owens,
2001, p. 146). The norms o f behavior o f organizational members and their shared
assumptions about what is true and what is possible shape and reinforce their organiza
tional paradigm. In sum, these administrators and policy makers appeared unable to see
the potential o f teacher leadership because it did not match their hierarchical organiza
tional paradigm. Similarly, despite the flattening o f the organizational hierarchy and the
emergence o f shared decision-making that has occurred in business and industry over the
last quarter century, school administrators appear to have been unable to follow their lead.
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The Logic o f Teacher Leadership

Teacher leadership has been described as a logical precursor o f school improve
ment and enhanced student achievement, with the “the potential for substantial change
and improvement in teaching and learning, student success, and collegial relations
[being] clear and obvious” (Murphy, 2005, p. 47) Murphy divided Smylie’s (1992a)
“logic o f benefits” chain o f teacher leadership into three areas, including professional
ization, organizational structure and processes, and classroom and school improvement.
Figure 2 illustrates how these aspects o f teacher leadership are interrelated.

Professionalization
Empowerment/Ownership
Commitment/Efficiency/Satisfaction
Professional Career

School Health

Classroom & School
Improvement
School Improvement
Student Learning

• Learning Community
o Collegiality
o Professional learning
o Internal accountability
• General Organizational Processes

Figure 2. The embedded logic o f teacher leadership (source: Murphy, 2005, p. 51).

The foundation o f Smylie’s “logic chain” o f teacher leadership is the profession
alization of the teaching career. This professionalization is predicated upon teacher
empowerment, defined by Sheppard (in Bogler, 2001) as the “autonomy, self-efficacy,
impact (the teachers’ perceptions about their ability to influence school life), professional
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respect, and involvement in decisions that directly affect their work” (pp. 667-668).
Teacher empowerment supports improvements in student learning by creating ownership
which, according to Murphy (2005), “takes on enhanced power in light o f the widely held
belief that change requires ownership ... ownership is the fulcrum for school improve
ment efforts and an essential element in the equation to sustain and deepen reforms”
(p. 52).
According to Shen (2001), “teacher empowerment has been positively related to
enhanced teacher self-esteem, increased teacher knowledge o f subject matter and peda
gogy, stronger staff collegiality, improved curriculum and instruction, and higher student
achievement” (p. 1). Other educational researchers found that teachers who were em
powered to make decisions that affected their work environment and enhanced their
ability to effectively work with students reported higher levels o f commitment and job
satisfaction (Barth, 2001a; Cowdery, 2004). Higher levels of job satisfaction among
teachers, in turn, have been linked to increased student outcomes (Bogler, 2001; Lortie,
1975; McCay et al., 2001; Shen, 2001; Woods & Weasmer, 2004). The involvement of
teachers in school-wide decision-making builds institutional capacity by enabling schools
to draw on teachers’ knowledge and expertise to “define and solve problems more
effectively” and collaboratively (Conley in Murphy, 2005, p. 60). Increased collegiality
leads to the development o f “communities of professional practice that, in turn, will
foster enhanced learning for youngsters” (Murphy, 2005, p. 55). To be effective, teacher
empowerment must be supported by changes in organizational structures and processes
that foster collegiality.
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Perceptions of Teacher Leaders

Organizational culture was described in the literature as a key determinant o f the
success or failure o f any teacher leadership initiative, as evidenced by the importance that
teacher leaders placed on the level o f support received from school leadership for their
work. Lack of administrative support and teacher empowerment, as well as strained rela
tionships with colleagues who questioned the legitimacy o f the teacher leader’s role, left
teacher leaders feeling overburdened and unappreciated (Woods & Weasmer, 2004). As
early as 1975, Lortie reported that teachers appreciated administrators who “facilitated”
their work by providing a “favorable” atmosphere for teaching while distancing them
selves from the classroom; teachers did not look to administrators to provide them with
“educational expertise” (p. 199). Williams (2003) described effective administrators as
those who “value these teachers as individuals, take seriously and support their ideas for
innovations, and trust them to do their jobs conscientiously without a great deal of over
sight” (p. 4). Conley and Muncey, cited in McCay et al. (2001), reported differences in
perceptions o f teacher leaders whose roles were primarily classroom based and those who
focused more on administrative tasks; the latter emphasized their roles as “liaisons” and
the former viewed themselves as “team leaders” (p. 2).
In Chapter Four o f Teacher Leadership (2004), titled “Portraits o f Teacher
Leaders in Practice,” Lieberman and Miller shared the perspectives o f four teacher
leaders. One teacher described her approach to leadership as one in which she “models
participation, builds habits of mind, and supports people becoming apprentices to their
own learning” (p. 60). Another described how she “lend[s] support to help guide teachers
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in exploring new ideas” and “validate[s] and challenge[s] people in their own educa
tional journey” (p. 80). A third teacher leader referred to his work in preparing teachers
to become nationally certified (National Board for Professional Teaching Standards) as
the “most effective professional learning he has experienced and an empowering form of
teacher leadership” (pp. 87-88). This teacher relayed how working in the classroom with
these teachers helped him to maintain his “social capital” and how this work was “a true
teacher leadership role with major implications for improving teaching and learning”
(pp. 87-88).
Rather than looking to administrators for educational expertise, teachers appre
ciated administrators who established clear goals and set high standards for the school.
Beachum and Dentith (2004) found that support for teacher leadership was evident in
environments where administrators “showcase[d] the talents o f the faculty and support
staff, and were willing to share the school successes with them” (p. 5). Williams (2003)
reported that teacher leaders expressed a clear need “to be members o f a learning com
munity in which they have time to collaborate with, leam from, and support their col
leagues” (p. 4). Here, too, teacher leaders described how they modeled participation for
others and supported them in their learning.

Motivation Factors and Sources o f Satisfaction for Teacher Leaders

Educational researchers have established a link between teacher empowerment,
job satisfaction, and student achievement (Bogler, 2001; Lortie, 1975; McCay et al., 2001;
Shen, 2001; Woods & Weasmer, 2004). Barth (cited in Cowdery, 2004) stated that
teacher leaders “experienced personal and professional satisfaction, a reduction in isola
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tion, [and] a sense o f instrumentality ... all of which spill over into their teaching” (p. 1).
Woods and W easmer (2004) described how leadership enhanced teacher investment and
collegiality, both strong contributors to job satisfaction. The value that teachers placed
on the professional aspects of their work, including autonomy and self-development,
have been found to positively affect job satisfaction (Bogler, 2001; Dinham & Scott,
1998). Bogler (2001) called attention to a strong association o f teachers’ occupational
perception with job satisfaction; teacher leadership strongly impacts teachers’ positive
perception o f their occupation by increasing their sense of self-efficacy. According to
Bogler, administrators who possess a transformational leadership style and model
participative behavior can significantly increase teachers’ perception o f the profession.
Kezar (1998) contributed lack of faculty job satisfaction to misalignment between the
individual’s and the campus leadership model (leadership orientation o f the executive
leadership team).

Colleagues’ Perceptions o f Teacher Leaders

In School-teacher: A Sociological Study (1975), Lortie identified the occupational
norms o f teaching to include autonomy, compliance, cordiality, equality, individualism,
legitimacy, managerial prerogative, and privacy. These occupational norms are
reinforced by the cultural and organizational paradigms within teachers work. Histor
ically, teachers have not tolerated outside interference in the classroom, nor have they
sought leadership roles outside of the classroom. Thereto, “For both the public and for
teachers themselves, teaching is defined almost exclusively by time spent in classrooms
with children.... teachers are socialized to be followers, not leaders” (Lortie, p. 121).
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The norms of “privacy, noninterference and nonjudgmentality, civility, equality,
and individual autonomy generally characterize teachers professional relationships” and
strongly inhibit the development of “productive relationships with other teachers and
with administrators” that would be necessary to support teacher leadership (Lortie, p.
123). Teachers who work in isolation and rarely collaborate with others (norm of auton
omy) often fear the control or supervision by their peers that might accompany teacher
leadership. Thereto, the norm of legitimacy defines appropriate roles for teachers and
administrators, and teacher leadership may run contrary to the accepted norm. Not
surprisingly, teacher leaders have reported increased isolation resulting from “social
sanctions” imposed by their peers (Hart, in Murphy, 2005). According to Whitaker
(1997), “one of the most severe problems experienced by these teacher-leaders [is that] of
not being accepted by either the collegium o f teachers or by the administration” (p. 11).
Teacher leaders who have assumed these new roles without the benefit o f administrative
support suffered from “role ambiguity and role confusion” and were forced to “carve out
identities and build support from teachers and administrators on a case by case basis”
(Murphy, 2005, p. 116). Interestingly, teacher leaders who exercised influence both
inside and outside of the classroom, versus those who are removed from the classroom,
benefited from greater legitimacy among their peers (Murphy).

Success Factors in Teacher Leadership

Educational researchers contend that distributed leadership is a critical component
of successful school reform (Andrews & Crowther, 2002; Cuttance, 2001; King &
Newmann, 2001; Newmann & Wehlage, 1995). A recurrent theme in the teacher lead-
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ership literature was the necessity for teachers to be involved in the planning, implemen
tation, and support o f school reform that had as its goal increasing student achievement;
those who would be ultimately responsible for achieving the desired results should have a
major role in determining the course o f action (Andrew, 1974; Barth, 2001b; Brost, 2000;
Gideon, 2002; Lieberman & Miller, 2004; Lortie, 1975; McCay et ah, 2001; Patterson &
Marshall, 2001; Hargreaves, 1996, in Webb et al., 2004; Witcher, 2001). This involve
ment was viewed as critical in developing teachers’ commitment to and ownership of
reform efforts.
A collaborative environment was described as an important precursor to the
successful implementation of teacher leadership: “The school that shares its vision, uses
collaboration, makes data driven decisions, and experiences higher improvement in
student achievement is the type o f school that fosters teacher leadership” (Lambert,
2003). Strong administrative support was also critical in providing needed resources and
setting high expectations for teacher leadership (Brost, 2000; Murphy, 2005). Resources
included time, access to school leadership, material support, a commitment to ongoing
professional development, and stable funding. Murphy (2005) identified seven key
administrative actions that cultivate teacher leadership (pp. 139-140):
•

helping everyone come to clear understanding o f the roles o f teacher leaders;

•

allocating additional time, including making arrangements for common work time;

•

furnishing needed resources;

•

principal [administrator] mentoring;

•

encouragement, especially when things do not go as planned;
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•

running interference and protecting teacher leaders from the bureaucracy and
from the assaults o f their fellows; and

•

direct involvement in the work of teacher leaders.
Murphy (2005) further identified six key administrative functions that promote

teacher leadership (pp. 141-142):
•

crafting a vision and delineating expectations forteacher leadership inthe school,

•

identifying and selecting teacher leaders and linking them to leadership oppor
tunities,

•

legitimizing the work of teacher leaders,

•

providing direct support,

•

developing the leadership skill set of teacher leaders, and

•

managing the teacher leadership process at the school level.
Teacher leadership was found to thrive in schools where teacher empowerment,

shared decision-making, supportive administrators and collaboration were systematically
developed and supported. According to Gideon (2002), “structure that is deliberately
built to support collaboration is key” and “provide[s] the foundation for increased student
achievement” (p. 1). Structural support included time for teachers to collaboratively
reflect upon their teaching practices, identify best practices and engage in continuous
professional development, and included classroom visits, department meetings, peer
mentoring, and development o f curricular teams or learning communities (Gideon, 2002;
Lytle, 2000; Webb et al., 2004). The ability to relinquish non-instructional tasks to sup
port staff allowed teacher leaders to focus their efforts on teaching and school improve-
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ment efforts. Further, the refocusing o f the administrative role to support teaching, rather
than control it, was discussed. According to Murphy (2005),
Supportive structures need to be both flexible and enduring while en
couraging continuity of stakeholders ... they cannot be subject to easy
cancellation. The structure must also foster the capacity o f the organi
zation to keep key people in those structures over extended periods of
time. (p. 108)
In addition, the contributions of successful teacher leaders were monitored, evaluated,
and recognized.
Characteristics o f successful teacher leaders were also described in the literature.
These included subject matter expertise, which established what Murphy (2005) termed
“personal power bases” that stemmed from their “credibility as classroom practitioners”
(p. 92). Teacher leaders were also described as self-initiating, reflective learners who
were focused on teaching and learning, enthusiastic, and service-oriented (Donaldson et
al., 2004; Gideon, 2002; Murphy, 2005). Three leadership qualities required o f teacher
leaders, as identified by Andrew (1974) include: “(1) knowledge o f strategies for effect of
change in American public schools; (2) knowledge o f curriculum alternatives and devel
opment process; [and] (3) skill in group process and decision-making” (p. 8). The ability
to manage time, prioritize and delegate work, develop support networks, resolve conflict,
and monitor progress toward goals were among the managerial skills attributed to
successful teacher leaders. Further, the ability to diagnose organizational culture and
understand how it impacts the central mission o f teaching and learning was identified as
critical (Lieberman & Miller, 2004; Murphy, 2005).
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Barriers to Successful Teacher Leadership

In the Carnegie report, A Nation Prepared (1986), the Task Force on Teaching as
a Profession cited the lack o f career differentiation in teaching, lack o f support, lack of
supplies, and lack o f time as barriers to teacher leadership. According to this report,
teachers spent less than 50% o f their time on instructional tasks— placing the need to
delegate non-instructional tasks to support staff in sharp relief. Lortie (1975) reported a
common complaint among educators who felt that “others complicate[d] their work by
withholding the support they considered] their due”; because o f their subordinate status
in schools, teachers were unable to “command” the assistance they needed and were thus
“dependent on the readiness o f others to grant them the work conditions they desire[d]”
(p. 181).
The long-established norms o f the teaching profession and a historically hierar
chical organizational structure have made schools extremely resistant to change. While
administrators and colleagues were found to be sources of resistance to teacher leader
ship, so, too, were the teachers themselves. Occupational and organizational norms of
compliance, legitimacy, and managerial prerogative often contributed to teachers’ hesi
tancy to seek or accept leadership roles (Donaldson et al., 2005; Murphy, 2005). A rigid,
authoritarian culture, lack of sustained commitment/funding, and lack o f recognition were
also identified as barriers to teacher leadership. Further, the ill-preparation o f pre-service
teachers for leadership roles was discussed. Wasley (1991, cited in Lieberman & Miller,
2004) identified common problems experienced by teacher leaders, including “difficulty
working within bureaucratic systems, lack o f incentives for teachers to assume new roles,
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and teachers’ resistance to becoming involved in reform efforts” (p. 17). Wasley’s con
clusions were consistent with those reported by other educational researchers— “teachers
must be given real support for their work [and] school culture [must] be altered to accom
modate these new roles” (Lieberman & Miller, p. 17).

Organizational Culture

Organizational culture, more than any other factor, appears to be the critical ele
ment in the successful implementation and sustainability of teacher leadership (Astuto,
1994; Lieberman & Miller, 2004; Murphy, 2005; Owens, 1997; Patterson & Patterson,
2004). According to Owens (1987), schools exercise considerable control over teachers
through “subtle and indirect means” via organizational culture (p. 29). Patterson and
Patterson (2004) defined culture as “the cumulative impact over time o f three sets of
dynamics: what we say we believe in relation to what we believe; what we say we do in
relation to what we do; and what we actually do in relation to what we believe” (pp. 3-4).
The effective schools research o f the 1980’s first established the relationship
between leadership and student achievement and emphasized the leaders’ role in shaping
the school culture needed to sustain their efforts (Patterson & Patterson, 2004; Shen,
2001). Leaders who were able to positively impact their organizational culture by devel
oping, communicating, modeling, and continually reinforcing a shared vision for their
school helped to create a climate that ultimately led to gains in student achievement. This
research found that the leadership orientation of school leaders significantly influenced
organizational culture. Administrators who employed a participatory approach to leader
ship fostered a culture o f collegiality and collaboration between and among teachers and
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staff (Whitsett, 2003). “Cultures with characteristics expressed in terms of collegiality
and collaboration generally are those types that promote satisfaction and feelings of
professional involvement o f teachers” (Leithwood, Leonard, & Sharratt, 1997).
According to Woods and Weasmer (2004), “collaboration among faculty unifies purpose
and strengthens commitment” (p. 2). Webb et al. (2004) found that collaborative school
cultures “build an organizational concern for improvement” (p. 4). These researchers
underscore the importance of top-level support for teacher leadership as part o f a culture
o f change, continuous improvement, and distributed leadership.
The critical role o f organizational culture in successful school reform underscores
the importance o f efforts to decentralize school management. Every school is unique in
terms o f its organizational context. While the issues that schools face might be similar
when broadly defined, the local conditions in which they occur must be considered.
According to Vasquez-Levy and Timmerman (2000), “The issues that teachers, students,
administrators, and community members must face are defined by the school context.
Therefore, teaching and learning are directly influenced by where they occur” (p. 368).
Thereto, the organizational culture o f a school impacts and is influenced by the attitudes
and behaviors o f its members, which in turn impact the success o f school reform efforts
at the local level (Murphy, 2005).
Teacher leadership was found to thrive in a culture that developed and nurtured
(cultivated) a “community of learners” (DuFour & Eaker, 1998; Lieberman & Miller,
2004; Murphy, 2005). According to Murphy, teacher leadership served as a “catalyst in
creating communities o f professional practice” that fostered the “cooperation, cohesion,
collaboration, and collegiality” that led to improved student learning (p. 78). Learning
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communities removed barriers between administration, faculty, and staff and promoted a
shared conception o f teaching and learning (Murphy). According to Murphy, “Leader
ship is defined, at least in part, as an organizational characteristic, quality, phenomenon,
or property” (p. 29). In professional learning communities “teachers assumed leadership
as part o f their work, not in addition to it” (Lieberman & Miller, p. 22). School cultures
that develop and nurture the leadership potential o f all their members are needed to
initiate and put into practice the reforms needed to increase student achievement (im
prove student success). According to Murphy,
This recast conceptualization o f leadership is based on research that sug
gests that people in many different roles can lead and thereby affect the
performance o f their schools, that shared power strengthens the school as
an organization, and that the accomplishments o f a proficient and wellorganized group are widely considered to be greater than the accom
plishments o f isolated individuals, (pp. 30-31)
Smylie (1992b) described school culture as a ‘“ social context’ [which] refers to
conditions in schools that teachers perceive may establish precedents for, communi
cations about, and suggest sanctions related to teacher-teacher leader interaction” (p. 90).
In his 1990 study of factors that contributed to participation in teacher leadership, Smylie
found that social context alone could not predict teachers’ choice to participate in lead
ership; he found that individual teachers’ psychological orientations, together with social
context, significantly impacted their desire to participate in teacher-teacher leader
interactions. Six psychological orientations, including the norms o f professional equality,
autonomy and privacy, opposition to peer judgment and status differences, and the belief
that receiving assistance from teacher leaders implied indebtedness or obligation, were
identified relative to teacher-teacher leader interactions. Strong organizational and
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occupational norms such as these have impeded the introduction and growth of teacher
leadership in schools. The culture found in American schools has historically been
described as hierarchical and authoritarian, with formal school leaders prescribing and
controlling the environment in which teachers work. According to Murphy (2005), “deep
structures of symbols, routines, norms, and conventions and tenacious habits o f mind
[work against] strong collegial relations” (p. 98) and “the hierarchical structure of schools
work against multilevel access to policy debate and decision making” (p. 102).
It is within this hierarchical context that teacher leadership must eventually take
root and grow. Thereto, external pressures in an era o f accountability have significantly
impacted the environment in which schools now operate. According to Astuto (1994),
these pressures might serve “to reduce even the historical autonomy o f teachers in their
classrooms, much less entertain the possibility that teachers might increase authority
outside their teaching domain” (p. 40). Lieberman and Miller (2004) identified two con
tradictory policy stances that have emerged since A Nation at Risk called for higher
standards of student achievement in 1983: “policies that support standardization,
accountability, and assessment and policies that support building capacity and enabling
good practice” (p. 6). The response o f school leadership to these external pressures may
ultimately determine the success or failure of teacher leadership and other school reform
initiatives.

Teacher Leadership, Institutional Effectiveness, and Student Achievement

In the 1980’s, effective schools research established a link between school lead
ership and student achievement (Patterson & Patterson, 2004; Shen, 2001). Until
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recently, however, only anecdotal evidence was presented to tenuously link teacher
leadership with gains in student achievement. Implementation o f the Lead Teacher (LT)
model at Alpha County High School (ACHS) in North Carolina in 1987 led to improved
student outcomes “on all conventional measures” (Dickerson, 1992, p. 11). Among the
improvements noted were increased attendance, increased enrollment in higher educa
tion, an increase in the number o f students taking the Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT), and
higher SAT scores. Dickerson attributed ACHS’s success to the ability of faculty mem
bers to “design their own accountability model” and flexibility on the part o f the school
(and the state legislature) in meeting the goals they chose. “The North Carolina legis
lature gave this sc h o o l... waivers from state accountability standards” so that they could
“establish a plan to meet specific needs o f their students and create strategies and pro
grams that would ensure student success” (p. 1). According to Dickerson, “the four-year
history o f the LT project reveal[ed] improved student opportunities and outcomes, improve[d] staff morale and effort, as well as distinctive leadership on the part of admin
istrators and teachers” (abstract).
The School Restructuring Study (SRS), conducted by the University o f Wiscon
sin’s Center on Organization and Restructuring o f Schools (CORS), found that “the level
of authentic pedagogy affectfed] student learning” and that “schools organized as
professional communities [were] more likely to be effective in developing an intellectual
focus for student learning and [the] authentic pedagogy to sustain it” (Newmann &
Wehlage, 1995, pp. 21, 27). CORS researchers defined authentic pedagogy as “teaching
that facilitates student performance o f high intellectual quality” by establishing a set of
standards that met three assessment criteria: “construction o f knowledge, disciplined
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inquiry, and value beyond school” (pp. 7-8). Further, the SRS study “showed that
authentic pedagogy [brought] equal achievement benefits to students o f different gender,
socioeconomic status, race, and ethnicity” (p. 25). Newmann and Wehlage reported that
“regardless o f social background, an average student would increase from about the 30th
percentile to about the 60th percentile [on their combined authentic performance score in
mathematics and social studies] as a result of experiencing high versus low authentic
pedagogy” (p. 22).
More recently, Brost (2000) reported the results o f a five-year longitudinal study
that found “teacher participation in school-based decision-making [was] related posi
tively to instructional improvement and student academic outcomes” (p. 1). Davidson
and Dell (2003) studied three rural schools that had implemented the Accelerated Schools
Project (ASP) model to determine how the “accelerated schools process developed
teachers into leaders and the impact o f their leadership on school-wide improvement”
(p. 6). Using a case study design, the researchers utilized both qualitative and quanti
tative methods to answer the research question. Using formal interviews, the researchers
identified four elements necessary to support teacher leadership, including the establish
ment o f a school vision with “clearly defined goals,” opportunities for teachers to be
involved in decision-making, a change in teachers’ perception “from that of merely a
follower to a facilitator,” and support o f teachers’ expanded roles by school adminis
trators and district leadership (2003, p. 18). Quantitative data was collected and used as
an indicator o f student improvement. The researchers analyzed data from the years
1999-2000 and 2001-2002, including attendance rates, standardized test scores, and “the

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

68
School Performance Score (SPS) as a means of comparing overall achievement” (p. 6).
Davidson and Dell concluded that the ASP process
provided the teachers with leadership skills resulting in effective action
plans ... that eventually improved test scores. Scores at each o f the three
schools in this study improved on both the state and national standardized
tests and each school attained the goal o f the “growth target” on the
School Accountability Report Card issues by the state, (pp. 16-17)
Andrews and Crowther (2002) documented the results o f a five-year study o f nine
Australian schools that had undergone major school-based reform. The researchers
reported improvements in schools that emphasized school-wide professional learning
through a collaborative learning process that included principals and teachers partici
pating in joint professional development activities. In the case o f Bordertown State High,
Andrews and Crowther found that “aspects of student achievement school-wide had
improved noticeably, in particular the literacy level o f boys, [and that the] overall reten
tion rates o f students ... had risen well above the state norm” (p. 158). Further, the joint
creation between teacher leaders and administrators at Bordertown State High of a
“school-wide approach to pedagogy” was responsible for “the transformation o f the
school’s public image, enhancement o f teachers’ sense of professionalism and, very
importantly, improvements in student outcomes” (p. 156). The researchers relate their
findings to the “highly authoritative” University o f W isconsin’s CORS Project in which
“a fundamental component of successful school revitalization was reported as collective
responsibility for an agreed approach to teaching, learning and assessment” (p. 155).
Andrews and Crowther found that their research “serve[d] to substantiate the Wisconsin
research outcomes and illuminate[d] the role of school-based leadership in school im
provement” (2002, p. 157).
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In summary, educational researchers have established a link between teacher
empowerment, job satisfaction, and teacher effectiveness (Cowdery, 2004). Smylie’s
“logic chain” reasonably extends teacher effectiveness to gains in student achievement by
creating ownership, which Murphy (2005) identified as “the fulcrum for school improve
ment efforts” (p. 52). Involving teachers in school-wide decision-making has been found
to enhance their knowledge and expertise and to build institutional capacity that, along
with increased collegiality, leads to the development o f professional learning communi
ties. The parallel leadership of teachers and administrators has shown that successful
school reform is based on “three interacting processes— school-wide professional learn
ing, school-wide pedagogy, and school-wide culture building” (Andrews & Crowther,
2002, p. 156). Similarly, Cuttance (2001, cited in Andrews & Crowther, p. 153), identi
fied four school reform factors that sustained high levels o f student achievement:
teaching, learning assessment is at the center of the innovation; the
approach to innovation is holistic (i.e. whole school); a vibrant
professional learning community is in evidence; leadership functions and
responsibilities are distributed, with teachers exercising pedagogical
leadership and principles exercising strategic leadership.

Implications for Teacher Education and Professional Development

The literature was replete with criticism o f teacher education programs in the
United States. The National Commission on Excellence in Education report, A Nation at
Risk (1984), referenced criticism o f an over-emphasis on “educational methods courses at
the expense of courses in the subjects ... taught” (p. 66), the “politicalization o f inservice education, lack o f institutional commitment, and the problem o f incorporating inservice into the responsibilities of elementary and secondary teachers” (p. 51). Andrew
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(1974), in a particularly harsh criticism o f the American teacher preparation system,
stated that “Teacher education, by its own goals, judged from within as well as from
without, has been a colossal failure” (p. 2).
A 1982 report o f the National Commission on Higher Education Issues, like the
subsequent National Commission on Excellence in Education report, identified “one of
the most acute educational problems facing this nation— one most directly related to
assuring quality in higher education— [as] the need to improve the preparation of those
who teach in the primary and secondary schools” (p. 16). Their report, titled To
Strengthen Quality in Higher Education, took a systemic view o f teacher education by
linking teacher quality in elementary and secondary education with the quality of instruc
tion students received and, ultimately, their level o f preparation for higher education. In
A Nation at Risk, the Commission presented seven recommendations for teaching, in
cluding judging teacher education programs by their graduates’ ability to “meet high
educational standards, demonstrate an aptitude for teaching, and demonstrate competence
in an academic discipline” (p. 76). The Commission also called for the development of a
career ladder for teachers and recommended that “master teachers ... be involved in
designing teacher preparation programs and in supervising teachers during their proba
tionary years” (p. 77).

Pre-Service Programs/Teacher Certification

In addition to improving the overall quality o f teacher education programs, pre
service teacher preparation must also provide prospective teachers with a broader view of
public education to enable them to fully participate in decentralized school management
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and site-based decision-making (Richardson, 2003). Further, Richardson referenced
survey data that supported educational leadership preparation for teachers, regardless of
whether they planned to become administrators or remain in the classroom. The benefits
of leadership preparation for teachers were described by survey respondents to include
“acquisition of an expanded knowledge base, seeing the big picture, improving teaching,
improving communication skills, and better positioning for teacher leadership” (p. 2).
However, most teacher education programs fail to “facilitate the growth and refinement
of the diverse skills and expertise” needed to adequately prepare students to exercise
school-wide leadership (Murphy, 2005, p. 145).
Since teacher preparation programs are designed to meet state certification re
quirements, changes to incorporate leadership training in teacher education programs
must be advocated by the state. The U. S. Department o f Education has called for states
to adopt alternative routes to certification in an effort to attract qualified individuals to
teaching. In addition to alternative certification programs, the USDOE also encouraged
states to “use their Title II (ESEA) resources to transform their teacher certification
systems to strengthen subject mastery standards while ... removing barriers [to make] it
easier for highly qualified individuals to apply for teaching positions” (USDOE 20022007 Strategic Plan, p. 41). In Cultivating Teacher Leadership fo r School Improvement,
Bauer, Haydel, and Cody (2003) discussed the introduction o f a Teacher Leader certifi
cation structure adopted by the State o f Louisiana which was developed to prepare
teachers to participate in distributed school leadership. The primary objective of this 9credit graduate certificate program was “to prepare students to play significant leadership
roles in school improvement,” and program outcomes were aligned with State standards

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

72
for school principals, the Interstate School Leadership Licensure Consortium (ISLLC)
standards, and the Educational Leadership Constituent Council (ELCC) standards (Bauer
et al., 2003, p. 6).
In Teacher Leadership: A Model fo r Change (1974), Andrew proposed a basic
pre-service teacher leadership program to provide beginning teachers with “a broad basis
for personal decision-making and change” (p. 55). Andrew’s program recommended 14
changes in pre-service education programs, nine o f which would be beneficial for the
development o f teacher leaders:
•

greater attention to the analysis of alternatives in personal decision-making;

•

greater emphasis on the continuing development of teachers;

•

greater individual responsibility and freedom of choice for the teacher in training;

•

greater individual responsibility and autonomy for the teacher in schools;

•

greater emphasis on self-directed growth as a professional;

•

greater emphasis on the teacher’s responsibility for the professional growth of
colleagues;

•

greater emphasis on positive personal/professional identity;

•

greater emphasis on professional commitment; and

•

greater emphasis on the teacher’s role in group leadership and institutional and
curricular change (p. 53).
According to Andrew (1974), the best approach to developing teacher leadership

would be to provide pre-service instruction in school leadership and then “create in
schools ... a functional position for teacher leadership” (p. 55).
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In-Service/Professional Development Programs

In Connecting Teacher Leadership and School Improvement (2005), Murphy
described several characteristics o f effective professional development found in the
literature. According to M urphy’s (2005) review:
Professional development is most successful when it is part o f a thoughtful
plan, is long-term in nature, and employs frequent learning sessions for
teachers; programs involve teachers who choose to participate; improve
ments are introduced on a ... school-wide [basis]; [programs include]
sufficient time for learning; professional development is ... defined by
high levels o f administrative support and involvement, especially principal
participation in training; [programs receive] continuous and intensive
support over time; programs ... are practice anchored and job embedded;
that is, they are context-sensitive; a trusting context for learning [is fos
tered], especially the freedom to try out ideas in a safe environment; focus
on growth rather than deficits; reflection is [an integral component];
programs are ... part of a network of support o f others engaged in learning
efforts ... part o f collaborative arrangements formed among different role
groups, (pp. 147-148)
Another recurrent theme in the literature relative to effective professional devel
opment was the important role teachers themselves have played in the development of
relevant programs (Andrew, 1974; Lieberman & Miller, 2004; National Commission on
Excellence in Education, 1983; Vasquez-Levy & Timmerman, 2000). In addition, the
ultimate impact o f quality professional development for teachers on student learning was
discussed (Wallin, 2002).
In addition to integrating leadership training in pre-service teacher education pro
grams, continuing in-service professional development for teacher leadership is needed.
The ability of teachers to continually develop new leadership skills and abilities is needed
to strengthen teacher leadership in practice. “As Smylie has consistently shown over the
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last decade, the goal o f promoting teacher leadership is best approached by designing and
supporting professional learning and development opportunities” (Murphy, 2005, p. 146).

The Teacher Leadership Development Gap

Despite the growth of teacher leadership in practice and the prevalence in the
literature of those advocating both pre-service and in-service leadership development for
teachers, the reality is that teachers who assume leadership roles have, for the most part,
done so unprepared for the challenge. According to Lierberman and Miller (1999, cited
in Murphy, 2005), studies have consistently demonstrated that “creating leadership roles
without providing opportunities to learn how to enact these roles ... leads to failure and
despair” (p. 91). Teacher education programs have not, for the most part, met the need
for pre-service leadership training and schools have been slow to offer leadership training
for teachers in their in-service programs (Andrew, 1974; Bolman & Deal, cited in McCay
et al., 2001; Murphy, 2005; Richardson, 2003). In addition, despite the common practice
of assigning mentors for new teachers to support them in their teaching, few schools pro
vide leadership mentors for those assuming teacher leadership roles (Murphy).
Beachum and Dentith (2004) advocated partnerships between university programs
in educational administration and their counterparts in teacher education to develop
graduate leadership programs for teachers. While many educational leadership graduate
programs currently exist, they typically attract administrators and teachers who seek ad
ministrative positions. Interestingly, large numbers o f teachers do complete leadership
preparation programs and do not enter the ranks o f formal school leadership. Conse
quently, these teachers exist within schools as valuable resources for leadership
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(Richardson, 2003, p. 1). Unfortunately, educational leadership preparation programs are
rarely marketed to teachers who want to stay in the classroom and, as a result, most pro
grams are not designed to specifically address their needs. Joint participation of adminis
trators and teachers in professional development has been identified as a characteristic of
successful in-service programs; educational leadership graduate students might also
benefit from this approach in order to view school leadership from both perspectives
(Andrews & Crowther, 2002). Conversely, Richardson (2003) identified how training for
teacher leaders and administrators might differ:
The differences in the training for teacher leaders and administrators
would be a matter o f the perspective from which leadership is viewed and
position from which leadership is exercised. The key difference in the
perspective taken by administrators would be how to empower teachers
and how to engage teachers in the leadership of the school. For teacher
leaders the key difference in perspective would be how to contribute to
collaborative leadership, (p. 3)

Training fo r Administrators

A recurrent theme in the literature is the lack of discussion about the need for
training for administrators to support and foster teacher leadership. According to Astuto
(1993), “the more teachers collaborate, share, and assert collective influence, the more
principals in training must become collaborative, sharing leaders” (p. 74). Teachers,
administrators, and staff must learn to work collaboratively, and administrators must
develop expertise in curriculum and instructional improvement as teachers develop
leadership expertise (McCay et al., 2001).
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Summary— Chapter 2

Traditional conceptions of leadership are characterized by a strong association of
power with position and a hierarchical organizational structure. Leadership models that
have emerged over the past 20 years, however, represent a shift towards more inclusive
forms o f leadership in which influence and decision-making are shared throughout the
organization. Leadership models in education have followed this general trend. The
theory o f parallel leadership identified the distinct domains o f expertise of teachers and
administrators while providing for “joint inquiry” across the domains. This model takes
an organizational view o f leadership which emphasizes a professional community that
shares responsibility for school leadership and improvement.
Teacher leadership is broadly constructed along three distinct premises, including
(1) the formality of the role and the nature of the tasks performed by teacher leaders, (2)
domains of expertise and influence, and (3) scope o f decision-making authority. The
introduction o f site-based decision-making and distributed leadership in schools has sig
nificantly impacted the conception o f teacher leadership by administrators, teacher
leaders, and their colleagues. As a result, the definition of teacher leadership has ex
panded to encompass school-wide influence and shared decision-making that is not
bound by classroom walls or limited to matters o f pedagogy.
The researcher classified teacher leadership models into three categories: (1)
Career Differentiation/Role models, (2) Professional Development models, and (3)
Learning Community/Cultural models. Role-based models represent the earliest con
ceptualization of teacher leadership that emphasized formal leadership positions, and the
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authority traditionally vested within them, with limited authority ascribed to teachers.
Professional development models, on the other hand, place a high value on learning
throughout the organization and emphasize the centrality o f the faculty role in student
learning and school improvement. Similarly, learning community/cultural models em
phasize leadership that is disbursed throughout the organization and acknowledge the
relational and subject-matter authority of teachers. Teacher leadership models in commu
nity colleges tend to focus on the professional development o f teachers. The professional
development models identified in the literature are embedded within a learning commu
nity philosophy, which places a high value on learning throughout the organization.
Distributed leadership was identified in the literature as a critical component of
successful school reform; the necessity o f teacher involvement in the planning, imple
mentation, and support o f school reform was a recurrent theme. Further, a collaborative
environment was described as an important precursor to the successful implementation of
teacher leadership, and strong administrative support was deemed critical. Moreover,
organizational culture was identified as a key determinant o f the success or failure o f any
teacher leadership initiative. Finally, educational researchers have established a link
between teacher empowerment, job satisfaction, and student achievement. Researchers
have found that teacher participation in school-based decision-making was positively
related to instructional improvement and student academic outcomes.
The literature on educational leadership and teacher leadership is quite extensive
(as discussed earlier, most of the leadership models in education were borrowed from
other disciplines, primarily business). The focus o f much o f the educational research and
discussion, however, has been K-12 education. The focus o f this study was to explore the
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perceptions o f community college faculty o f their leadership opportunities in instructional
and institutional (non-instructional, school-wide) activities. In chapter four of this disser
tation, the researcher will analyze the results o f the 1999 National Study of PostSecondary Faculty (NSOPSF:99) to explore differences in community college teachers’
perceptions o f their leadership role relative to instructional issues in the classroom versus
institutional (non-instructional, school-wide) issues, teacher characteristics, school char
acteristics and socio-demographic characteristics, and measures o f job satisfaction. The
relevant community college data for this study will be extracted from the NSOPSF:99
dataset and used to describe and interpret the experiences o f community college teachers
in order to understand their perception o f their leadership role and explore the potential
impact o f teacher leadership on institutional governance and student success.
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CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY

The purpose o f this study was to describe and interpret the experiences of com
munity college teachers in order to understand their perception o f their leadership role
and explore the potential impact o f teacher leadership on institutional governance and
student success. For the purpose o f the study, the researcher distinguished between the
instructional and institutional (non-instructional, school-wide) activities of community
college faculty. Instructional duties were defined to include classroom teaching, curric
ulum development, and student advising. Non-instructional duties encompassed
research, professional growth, administration, service activity, and consulting. (These
definitions were based on item descriptions included in the survey instrument discussed
in this chapter.) Teachers’ perceptions o f their leadership opportunities in these two
domains were explored, including an analysis of differences in perceptions that could be
attributed to (1) teacher characteristics, (2) school characteristics, (3) socio-demographic
characteristics, and (4) measures o f job satisfaction.
The characteristics to be studied were selected based on item descriptions in the
survey instrument and were subsequently validated by the literature review (i.e., fre
quency o f discussion in the literature). The teacher characteristics explored include
faculty status (i.e., total/local years o f experience, tenure, rank/title/position, employment
status), degree status, program area or discipline, level of activity in professional presen79
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tations and/or publications. School characteristics included aspects o f organizational
structure (i.e., unions, campus leadership) and culture. Socio-demographic characteristics
encompassed gender, ethnicity/race, age, disability, marital status, and citizenship. Job
satisfaction measures included workload, job security, advancement opportunity, time to
keep current in field, effectiveness o f faculty leadership, freedom to do consulting, salary,
benefits, spouse’s employment opportunity, and overall job satisfaction.
The first two research questions explored differences in community college
faculties’ perception o f their leadership opportunities in instructional and institutional
aspects of their job, and the relationship between their leadership perceptions and the
amount of work time spent in these domains.
1. Is there a difference between teachers ’perceptions o f their leadership opportu
nities relative to instructional issues in the classroom versus institutional (noninstructional, school-wide) aspects o f their job?
Instructional duties were defined to include classroom teaching, curriculum
development, and student advising. Non-instructional duties encompassed research,
professional growth, administration, service activity, and consulting.
2. Is there a relationship between teachers ’perceptions o f their leadership oppor
tunities relative to instructional issues in the classroom versus institutional (noninstructional, school-wide) aspects o f their jo b and the percentage o f work time
spent in instructional and non-instructional activities?
The next four research questions explored the relationship between community
college teachers’ perception of their leadership opportunities in instructional and insti
tutional aspects o f their job and teacher characteristics.
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3. Is there a relationship between teachers ’perceptions o f their leadership oppor
tunities relative to instructional issues in the classroom versus institutional (noninstructional, school-wide) aspects o f their jo b and teacher status (total/local
years o f experience, tenure, rank/title/position, employment status)?
4. Is there a relationship between teachers ’perceptions o f their leadership oppor
tunities relative to instructional issues in the classroom versus institutional (noninstructional, school-wide) aspects o f their jo b and degree status?
5. Is there a relationship between teachers ’perceptions o f their leadership oppor
tunities relative to instructional issues in the classroom versus institutional (noninstructional, school-wide) aspects o f their jo b and program area or discipline?
6. Is there a relationship between teachers ’perceptions o f their leadership oppor
tunities relative to instructional issues in the classroom versus institutional (noninstructional, school-wide) aspects o f their jo b and level o f activity in professional
presentations and/or publications?
The seventh research question explored the relationship between community
college faculties’ perception of their leadership opportunities in instructional and insti
tutional aspects of their job and school characteristics. The school characteristics
analyzed include organizational structure (i.e., unions, campus leadership) and culture.
7. Is there a relationship between teachers ’perceptions o f their leadership oppor
tunities relative to instructional issues in the classroom versus institutional (noninstructional, school-wide) aspects o f their jo b and organizational structure (i.e.,
union, campus leadership) or culture?
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The eighth research question explored the relationship between community
college teachers’ perception of their leadership opportunities in instructional and institu
tional aspects o f their job and socio-demographic characteristics. The socio-demographic
characteristics analyzed include gender, ethnicity/race, age, disability, and marital status.
8. Is there a relationship between teachers ’perceptions o f their leadership oppor
tunities relative to instructional issues in the classroom versus institutional (noninstructional, school-wide) aspects o f their jo b and socio-demographic charac
teristics (i.e., gender, ethnicity/race, age, disability, and/or marital status)?
The ninth and final research question explored the relationship between commu
nity college teachers’ perception of their leadership opportunities in instructional and
institutional aspects o f their job and job satisfaction measures. The job satisfaction
measures analyzed include workload, job security, advancement opportunity, time to
keep current in field, effectiveness o f faculty leadership, freedom to do consulting, salary,
benefits, spouse’s employment opportunity, and overall job satisfaction.
9. Is there a relationship between teachers ’perceptions o f their leadership opportu
nities relative to instructional issues in the classroom versus institutional (noninstructional, school-wide) aspects o f their jo b and measures ofjob satisfaction
(i.e., workload, jo b security, advancement opportunity, time to keep current in
field, effectiveness o f faculty leadership, freedom to do consulting, salary, bene
fits, spouse’s employment opportunity, and overall jo b satisfaction)?
A review o f the literature indicated that a collaborative environment, distributed
leadership, and strong administrative support were critical components o f successful
school reform. The centrality of the faculty role in the learning process was acknowl
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edged, and teacher leadership was described as the foundation o f a transformation o f the
American public education system. However, as institutions have expanded leadership to
include more individuals, there has been limited examination o f how leadership might be
interpreted differently by groups and individuals on college campuses, in particular,
faculty, other levels o f administration, and staff (Kezar, 2000, p. 1). Further, the litera
ture provided only anecdotal descriptions o f the extent to which community college
faculty are able to influence their work environment and participate in institutional
leadership. This research addressed gaps in the teacher leadership literature by contrib
uting a quantitative analysis of the leadership experiences o f community college faculty.

Methodological Design

This study used a non-experimental quantitative research design in which “the
investigator [had] no direct influence on what [had] been selected to be studied because it
[had] already occurred” (McMillan, 2004, p. 9). Further, the study was “designed to
study cause-and-effect relationships” and was therefore classified as causal comparative
(also called ex post facto) (Ravid, 2000, p. 6). This methodology was selected because
the researcher was investigating whether differences in teacher characteristics, school
characteristics, socio-demographic characteristics and/or measures o f job satisfaction
(quantitative data) impacted teachers’ perceptions o f their leadership opportunities rela
tive to instructional issues in the classroom as well as institutional (non-instructional,
school-wide) issues (causal comparative study).
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The National Study o f Post-Secondary Faculty

This study utilized an existing dataset obtained from the National Center for
Education Statistics (NCES). The researcher received a restricted data license (see
Appendix A) for the 1999 National Survey o f Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPSF:99)
dataset from which the relevant data for this study was extracted. The NSOPSF:99
survey was designed to provide a national profile o f faculty backgrounds, responsibilities,
workloads, salaries, benefits, and attitudes from both two- and four-year postsecondary
institutions. The NSOPSF:99 survey instrument can be found in Appendix B.
The researcher utilized a subset o f the NSOPSF:99 dataset (i.e., community
college faculty) to explore differences in teachers’ perceptions o f their leadership role
relative to instructional issues in the classroom versus institutional (non-instructional,
school-wide) issues, teacher characteristics, school characteristics and socio-demographic
characteristics, and measures o f job satisfaction. All of the NSOPSF:99 respondents
from two-year post-secondary institutions (a total o f 4,632 faculty members) comprised
the dataset for this study. The data was used to describe and interpret the experiences of
community college teachers in order to understand their perception o f their leadership
role and explore the potential impact o f teacher leadership on institutional governance
and student success.
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Sampling

“The purpose o f sampling in quantitative studies is to obtain a group of subjects
who will be representative of a larger group of individuals” (McMillan, 2004, p. 107).
Results o f the NSOPSF:99 survey indicated that
in the fall of 1998, there were about 1.1 million (1,074,000) faculty and
instructional staff employed by public and private not-for-profit two-yearand-above postsecondary institutions in the United States. Teaching
assistants were not included in NSOPSF. Institution types were based on
the Carnegie classification and whether the institution was public or private
not-for-profit.... There were no ‘private for-profit’ institutions in the
NSOPSF sample” (National Center for Education Statistics, 2001, p. 11).

The NSOPSF. 99 Faculty Universe

There are four types of probability sampling in educational research used to
generalize the results o f a study to a larger group, or population: simple random, syste
matic, stratified, and cluster (McMillan, 2004). The NSOPSF:99 study utilized a strati
fied, systematic sampling procedure in which the eligible faculty were first stratified by
gender and race/ethnicity and the first subject from each subgroup was then selected
randomly. Subsequent subjects were then determined by systematic sampling, in which
every «th member from each subgroup was selected to participate in the study. Accord
ing to McMillan (2004), stratified sampling “results in more homogenous groups ...
[when the] subgroups are identified by a variable related to the independent variable in
the research ... [whereby] the sample will be more representative o f the population than
if taken from the population as a whole” (p. 109). Stratification by gender and ethnicity/
race was done to allow the researcher to study whether these variables might be associ
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ated with significant differences in faculty responses by ensuring that a sufficient number
of subjects were selected for each stratum. A proportional allocation was used whereby
“the number o f subjects selected from each stratum [was] based on the percentage of sub
jects in the population that have the characteristic used to form the stratum” (McMillan,
2004, p. 110). Further, in order to ensure adequate representation across all strata, “four
groups of faculty were oversampled: Blacks, Hispanics, Asian/Pacific Islanders, and full
time female faculty” (National Center for Education Statistics, 2002, p. 3).
The sample for NSOPSF:99 was selected in three stages. In the initial
stage, 960 postsecondary institutions were selected from the 1997-98
Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) Institutional
Characteristics (IC) data files and the 1997 and 1995 IPEDS Fall Staff
files. The sampled institutions represent all public and private not-forprofit Title IV-participating, degree-granting institutions in the 50 states
and the District o f Columbia. Each sampled institution was asked to
provide a list o f the full- and part-time faculty employed during the 1998
fall term, and 819 institutions provided such a list. In the second stage of
sampling, 28,576 faculty were selected from the lists provided by the
institutions. Over 1,500 o f these sample members were determined to be
ineligible for NSOPSF:99, as they were not employed by the sampled
institution during the 1998 fall term, resulting in a sample o f 27,044
faculty. A third stage of sampling occurred in the final phases o f data
collection. In order to increase the response rate, a subsample o f the
faculty who had not responded was selected for intensive follow-up
efforts. Others who had not responded were eliminated from the sample,
resulting in a final sample of 19,213 eligible faculty. (National Center for
Education Statistics, 2002, p. 5)
All of the NSOPSF:99 respondents from two-year post-secondary institutions (4,632)
comprised the dataset for this study.

Data Collection

Prior to collecting data from faculty for the NSOPSF:99, it was first neces
sary to obtain cooperation from the sampled institutions. Each institution
was asked to provide lists of all faculty and instructional staff at their insti
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tution and to complete an Institution Questionnaire. Institution coordi
nators were asked to provide a list of full- and part-time faculty and
instructional staff which included all personnel who had faculty status or
instructional responsibilities during the 1998 fall term i.e., the term which
included November 1, 1998. A total of 819 institutions provided lists of
faculty and instructional staff, for a weighted list participation rate of 88.4
percent. (National Center for Education Statistics, 2001, p. 63)

Methods o f Data Analysis

This study used a quantitative approach to explore teacher leadership and its
potential impact on institutional governance and student success in community colleges.
Specifically, the study sought to explore whether a relationship exists between teachers’
perceptions o f their leadership opportunities relative to instructional issues in the class
room versus institutional (non-instructional, school-wide) aspects o f their job, and
whether differences in teacher characteristics, school characteristics, socio-demographic
characteristics and/or measures of job satisfaction impacted teachers’ perceptions of their
leadership opportunities. Analysis of data was done by computer software (SPSS) and
stored on CD-ROM in accordance with the Security Plan (see Appendix C) submitted to
NCES as part o f the restricted data license application. The study utilized descriptive and
inferential statistical tools to analyze the data, including chi-square, Pearson r, and
Spearman r. In order to avoid Type I false positives, taking into account the large sample
size, statistical significance was defined at the .01 level o f significance (p = .01).

Descriptive Statistics

A frequency distribution was calculated to indicate the most and least frequently
occurring answers. Where appropriate, individual items were combined into class inter
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vals. Measures o f central tendency (mean, median, and mode) were utilized to gauge the
typical or average score or response and to determine whether the data was normally dis
tributed, positively skewed, or negatively skewed. Measures o f dispersion, or variability,
were used to show how spread out the distribution o f scores was from the mean,
including calculation o f the range and standard deviation.

Inferential Statistics

Inferential statistics are used to make generalizations about the characteristics o f a
population using a representative sample. Chi-square is “applied to discrete, categorical
data, where the units o f measurements are frequency counts” (Ravid, 2000, p. 245). Chisquare with one variable (goodness-of-fit test) was used to determine whether the ob
served (empirical) values o f the responses to survey questions regarding tenure status,
union membership, faculty leadership effectiveness, and/or select socio-demographic
characteristics (gender, ethnicity/race, disability, and/or marital status) were consistent
with expected (theoretical) values. The observed and expected frequencies for these
survey questions were analyzed, and the chi-square statistic for each o f the independent
variables was calculated by institution type. The chi-square values were tested for sta
tistical significance (at the .01 level,/? = .01) using the table o f critical values for chisquare (degrees of freedom were calculated by subtracting one from the number of cate
gories, or levels, o f available responses). The chi-square procedure for two variables (test
of independence) was used to determine whether the dependent variables, satisfaction
with authority to decide course content (NSOPSF:99 survey question 65a) and satis
faction with authority to make other jo b decisions (NSOPSF:99 survey question 65c),
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were related or independent. The test o f independence was also used to determine
whether select socio-demographic variables (gender, ethnicity/race, disability, and/or
marital status) were related to or independent from the measures o f satisfaction
(NSOPSF:99 survey questions 65a and 65c) studied.
Pearson r was used to determine whether teachers’ perceptions o f their leadership
opportunities were related to the percentage o f work time spent in instructional and noninstructional activities, years o f higher education experience, years in current position,
program area/discipline, level o f activity in professional presentations and/or publica
tions, and age. The Pearson product-moment coefficient (Pearson r) is used with interval
or ratio data to determine “the strength, or degree of correlation ... between two or more
variables” (Ravid, 2000, p. 143). The correlation coefficient may indicate a positive or
negative correlation; however, “the sign o f the correlation is not indicative o f the strength
of the correlation” (Ravid, 2000, p. 149). Interpretations o f correlation coefficients vary
among researchers. Ravid’s guidelines (based on degrees o f freedom less than or equal
to one hundred) interpret correlations below .20 as negligible to low; those between .20
and .40 as low; .40 to .60 as moderate; .60 to .80 as high; and above .80 as very high.
Since the dataset for this study comprised all o f the 4,632 NSOPSF:99 respondents from
two-year institutions, and the degrees o f freedom are calculated by subtracting 2 from the
number of pairs o f scores, the significance o f the correlation coefficients for the study
would be based on degrees of freedom in excess o f 1,000. According to Table J in Glass
and Hopkins (1996), the critical value for a sample size o f 5,000 and an alpha level o f .01
would be .0364 (p. 641). For the purposes o f this study, correlation coefficients of .0364
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will be reported as significant and the direction o f the correlation, positive or negative,
will be indicated.
The Spearman rank-order (Spearman r) correlation coefficient, used with ordinal
data, was used to determine the correlation between satisfaction with authority to decide
course content (Q65a) and satisfaction with authority to make other jo b decisions (Q65c).
The Spearman r statistic was also used to determine whether teachers’ perceptions of
their leadership opportunities were related to tenure status, employment status, rank/title/
position, degree status, union availability/eligibility, and/or satisfaction with effectiveness
of faculty leadership (e.g., academic senate, faculty councils, etc.) and measures of job
satisfaction (workload, job security, advancement opportunity, time to keep current in
field, freedom to do consulting, salary, benefits, spouse employment opportunity).
Spearman r is interpreted the same way as the Pearson r.
Finally, further analysis was conducted to calculate the coefficient o f determina
tion (shared variance), which would indicate how much o f the variability in the depend
ent variables were associated (shared) with, or explained by, the independent variables.
This analysis included all o f the independent variables tested using Pearson r or Spear
man r, in which the square of the correlation coefficients were calculated to determine the
coefficient o f determination to describe how much of the variability in the dependent
variables (Q65a and Q65c) were associated (shared) with, or explained by, the independ
ent variables. The researcher used the coefficient of determination to emphasize the prac
tical, rather than statistical, significance o f the correlation between the dependent and
independent variables studied. Due to the large sample size, “significant” relationships
might be reported that would not be found in a smaller sample. In addition to defining
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the statistical significance for the Pearson r and Spearman r correlations at the .01 level
(p = .01) to account for the large sample size, the coefficient o f determination was used to
indicate the practical significance o f the correlations reported. McMillan (2004) states
that the coefficient o f determination is an indication o f “the extent to which the variables
share common properties or characteristics” and “is a much better indicator of practical
or meaningful significance than the correlation coefficient” (p. 190).
The statistical measures utilized by research question are summarized in Table 3.

Table 3
Statistical Measures Utilized (by Research Question)
Research Question

Measures

Is there a relationship between teachers’ perceptions o f their leadership opportunities
relative to instructional issues in the classroom versus institutional (non-instructional,
school-wide) aspects o f their job and ...
Q l: NSOPSF:99, Q65a,c

Nominal Data— Chi-square
Ordinal Data— Spearman r **

Q2: the percentage o f work time spent in
instructional and non-instructional activities?
NSOPSF:99, Q31

Ratio Data— Pearson r **

Q3: teacher status (i.e., total/local years of
experience, tenure, rank/title/position, employment
status)?
NSOPSF:99, Q25 (years o f higher ed experience)
NSOPSF:99, Q9-Q7 (years experience in current
position)*
NSOPSF:99, Q10 (tenure)***
NSOPSF:99, Q5 (full- or part-time)
NSOPSF99, Q8 (rank, title, position)***

Interval Data— Pearson r **
Interval Data— Pearson r **
Ordinal Data— Spearman r **
Ordinal Data— Spearman r **
Ordinal Data— Spearman r **

Q4: degree status?
NSOPSF:99, Q16 Highest Degrees***
NSOPSF:99, Q16 Year Degrees Recvd
NumDegrees (number of degrees)*

Ordinal Data— Spearman r **
Ordinal Data— Spearman r **
Ratio Data— Pearson r **

Q5: program area or discipline?
NSOPSF:99, Q14 (FieldGroups*)

Ordinal Data— Spearman r **
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Table 3— continued
Research Question

Measures

Q6: level of activity in presentations and/or
publications?
NSOPSF:99, Q29

Ratio Data— Pearson r **

Q7: organizational structure or culture?
NSOPSF:99, Q64 (union)
NSOPSF:99, Q66e (leadership)

Ordinal Data— Spearman r **
Ordinal Data— Spearman r **

Q8: socio-demographic characteristics (i.e., gender,
ethnicity/race, age, disability, marital status,
citizenship)?
NSOPSF:99, Q81, 84, 85, 87
NSOPSF.-99, Q82
Q9: measures o f job satisfaction (i.e., workload, job
security, advancement oppor, time keep current,
freedom to consult, salary, benefits, spouse employ
oppor)?

Nominal Data— Chi-square (1 variable)
Interval Data— Pearson r **

Ordinal Data— Spearman r **

NSOPSF:99, Q66a-j

*Newly Created Variable
**CoeffIcient o f Determination also calculated
***Inverse Coding Scheme Utilized (producing a negative correlation coefficient when a
positive relationship exists)

Confidentiality

For the purposes o f this study, anonymity o f NSOPSF:99 respondents was pre
served in accordance with the Security Plan submitted to NCES as part o f the restricted
data license application. The restricted-use data (CD-ROM format) was run at the
licensed site on a desktop PC (an x86 Family 6 Model 8 Stepping 1 AuthenticAMD
-1998 Mhz processor system running Microsoft Windows XP). A modem was attached
to the PC, but the software was disabled when the restricted-use data was on the machine.
The restricted-use data was removed from the system each day after use and any residual
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data was stored on a flash drive and locked in a cabinet. The data was permanently re
moved from the computer after the twelve-month license expired.

Validity and Reliability

McMillan (2004) identified two measurement characteristics used to determine
the overall quality of the results o f quantitative research, validity and reliability. Validity
is a function o f reliability; a measure cannot be valid if it is not reliable. Reliability is
defined as “the extent to which scores are free from error” (McMillan, 2004, p. 141) and
is evidenced by consistency of results. If a measure has high reliability, it will produce
consistent results when repeated.
Several estimates o f reliability are used in educational research, including sta
bility, equivalence, equivalence and stability, internal consistency, and agreement
(McMillan, 2004). The NSOPSF:99 study utilized the stringent equivalence and stability
estimate of reliability by administering a field test o f the study questionnaire before
conducting the full-scale study. The reliability o f the NSOPSF:99 data was also posi
tively impacted by the length o f the instrument and the heterogeneity o f the sample
(McMillan, 2004). Generally, shorter tests are less reliable than longer tests and homo
genous groups are less reliable than heterogeneous groups. The purposeful oversampling of Blacks, Hispanics, Asian/Pacific Islanders, and full-time female faculty in
the NSOPSF:99 study contributed to the sample’s heterogeneity. Data collection
standards also contribute to the reliability o f results; for NSOPSF:99
quality control procedures were implemented for re c e ip t... and process
ing of faculty list data for sampling, monitoring the receipt o f completed
questionnaires, preparing paper questionnaires for data entry, editing paper
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questionnaires for overall adequacy and completeness, entering the data,
flagging cases with missing or inconsistent data through automated con
sistency checks, coding responses, checking data entry, and preparing
questionnaires, lists and other documentation for archival storage. (NCES,
2002, p. iv)
Further, the development o f the NSOPSF instrument in 1988 by the Gallup Organization,
and the subsequent four-year cycle of refinements, contributed to the reliability, and
validity, of results.
McMillan (2004) defined validity as “an overall evaluation of the extent to which
theory and empirical evidence support interpretations that are implied in given uses o f the
scores” (p. 136). Validity o f measurement is not a function o f a particular test instru
ment; rather, it is an evaluation o f the appropriateness o f the interpretation o f test results.
Several sources o f validity evidence are used in educational research, including test
content, internal structure, and the relationship between variables. Evidence o f validity
based on test content was demonstrated for NSOPSF:99 by the use of experts in the
design and development o f the questionnaire. The Gallup Organization was “principally
responsible for developing and designing the faculty and institution questionnaires” with
input received from the National Technical Review Panel (NTRP), the NCES, the
National Endowment for the Humanities, and the National Science Foundation (NCES,
2002, p. 7). The cyclical use o f the questionnaire, in which the test content is systemat
ically reviewed, evaluated and updated, also contributed to the validity o f the interpre
tation of the survey results.
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Limitations

McMillan (2004) recommends caution in the interpretation o f data from large
samples; “studies that have a very large number o f subjects may report ‘significant’
differences or relationships that are o f little practical utility” (p. 121). To minimize the
possibility o f committing a Type I error (rejection o f the null hypothesis when it is true),
the researcher used the .01 level o f significance (p = .01) rather than the typical .05 (p =
.05) to allow for the large sample size. “The value o fp indicates how often the results
would be obtained because o f chance” (p. 240).
The results o f the study may be generalized to the population o f community col
lege faculty as a whole, but not necessarily to individual post-secondary faculty members
or sub-groups o f faculty not specifically addressed in the study. Generalization of results
would be stronger among individuals with similar characteristics to those studied, in
cluding the percentage o f work time spent in instructional and non-instructional activ
ities; teacher status (i.e., total/local years o f experience, tenure/rank, title/position);
degree status; program area or discipline; level o f activity in professional presentations
and/or publications; organizational structure (i.e., union, campus leadership) or culture;
and socio-demographic characteristics (i.e., gender, ethnicity/race, age, disability, and/or
marital status).
The study explored the differences in the perceptions of leadership opportunities
among community college teachers, a specific occupational group; it did not attempt to
describe other internal stakeholders’ perceptions o f teacher leadership. This is a limita
tion o f the study. Further, respondents’ satisfaction with the effectiveness o f faculty
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leadership at their institutions was analyzed; however, data relative to their level o f par
ticipation in faculty leadership was not collected. This is also a limitation o f the study.
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CHAPTER 4

RESEARCH FINDINGS

The 1999 National Study o f Post-Secondary Faculty (NSOPSF:99) survey was
designed to provide a national profile of faculty backgrounds, responsibilities, workloads,
salaries, benefits, and attitudes. The researcher utilized a subset o f the NSOPSF:99
dataset to explore differences in community college teachers’ perceptions o f their lead
ership role relative to instructional issues in the classroom versus institutional (noninstructional, school-wide) issues, teacher characteristics, school characteristics and
socio-demographic characteristics, and measures o f job satisfaction. All of the
NSOPSF:99 respondents from two-year post-secondary institutions (4,632) comprised
the dataset for this study. The data was used to describe and interpret the experiences of
community college teachers in order to understand their perception o f their leadership
role and explore the potential impact of teacher leadership on institutional governance
and student success.
For the purpose o f the study, the researcher distinguished between the instruc
tional and institutional (non-instructional, school-wide) activities o f community college
faculty. Instructional duties were defined to include classroom teaching, curriculum
development, and student advising. Non-instructional duties encompassed research,
professional growth, administration, service activity, and consulting. (These definitions
were based on item descriptions included in the survey instrument and described in
97
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Chapter 3.) The characteristics to be studied were selected based on item descriptions in
the survey instrument and were validated by the literature review (i.e., frequency o f dis
cussion in the literature). The teacher characteristics explored include faculty status (i.e.,
total/local years o f experience, tenure/rank, title/position), degree status, program area or
discipline, level of activity in professional presentations and/or publications. School
characteristics included aspects o f organizational structure (i.e., unions, campus leader
ship) and culture. Socio-demographic characteristics encompassed gender, ethnicity/
race, age, disability, and marital status.

Research Question 1

1. Is there a difference between teachers ’perceptions o f their leadership opportu
nities relative to instructional issues in the classroom versus institutional (noninstructional, school-wide) aspects o f their job?
The foundation o f this study was the responses of post-secondary faculty to
NSOPSF:99 survey question Q65a, satisfaction with authority to decide course content,
and survey question Q65c, authority to make other jo b decisions. For the purpose of this
study, Q65a was interpreted as satisfaction with instructional job aspects. The researcher
made this assumption based upon the description o f instructional duties in NSOPSF:99
survey question Q1 (teaching one or more courses, or advising or supervising students ’
academic activities). Survey question Q65c was interpreted as satisfaction with institu
tional (non-instructional, school-wide) job aspects. The researcher made this assumption
based upon the categorization of job duties in NSOPSF:99 survey question Q31, which
included teaching undergraduate students, teaching graduate students, research, pro-
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fessional growth, administration, service activity, and consulting. The latter five job
duties were categorized as non-instructional, school-wide duties, with the two former
duties were categorized as instructional activity.
An analysis o f responses to Q65a, satisfaction with authority to decide course
content, revealed a mean score o f 3.66 (x = 3.66) for two-year institutions (1 = Very Dis
satisfied, 2 = Somewhat Dissatisfied, 3 = Somewhat Satisfied, 4 = Very Satisfied). The
standard deviation for this group (s = .6711), indicated a relatively stable dispersion of
scores in the distribution. Responses to Q65c, satisfaction with authority to make other
jo b decisions, revealed a mean score o f 3.09 (x = 3.09) using the same Likert scale. This
mean, though positive, was lower than that reported for satisfaction with authority to
decide course content. More importantly, the dispersion o f scores around the mean were
much more spread out (5 = .9196), indicating that this sample statistic was a less precise
indicator of the population mean. Descriptive statistics o f the responses from two-year
institutions for these measures o f job satisfaction (questions 65a and Q65c o f the
NSOPSF:99 survey) are shown in Table 4.

Table 4
Descriptive Statistics— Measures o f Job Satisfaction
N

Mean

Std. Dev.

Min

Max

Q65a Satisfaction w/authority to decide
course content

4632

3.66

0.6711

1

4

Q65c Satisfaction w/authority to make
other jo b decisions

4632

3.09

0.9196

1

4
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Non-parametric tests are used when the level o f measurement is ordinal (or nom
inal), and are frequently used to analyze Likert scale responses. The researcher utilized a
one-variable chi-square statistic to test whether the observed (empirical) values of the
responses to survey question Q65a and question Q65c were consistent with expected
(theoretical) values. Given that both survey questions utilized the same 4-level scale (1 =
Very Dissatisfied, 2 = Somewhat Dissatisfied, 3 = Somewhat Satisfied, 4 = Very Satis
fied), the expected frequency for each level would be 25% o f the total number of
responses. The critical value obtained from Appendix F, Distribution o f chi-square
(Ravid, 2000), with 3 degrees o f freedom at the .01 level o f significance (p = .01), was
11.341 (.99y j2 = 11.341). Since the observed chi-square value (x 2 = 6,495) exceeded the
critical value, the hypothesis, which anticipated that approximately 25% o f the respond
ents would fall into one o f the four categories, was rejected.
While seventy-five percent (75%) of respondents were “very satisfied” with their
authority to decide course content (Q65a), only thirty-eight percent (38%) felt “very
satisfied” with their authority to make other jo b decisions (Q65c). The percentage of
respondents who reported feeling “somewhat satisfied” or “somewhat dissatisfied” was
consistently higher for question 65c than for Q65a; the percentage o f respondents who
felt “very dissatisfied” followed this same pattern, but to a lesser degree. These findings
may be indicative o f the occupational norms o f behavior and the hierarchical organiza
tional paradigm historically found in educational institutions whereby teachers “teach”
and administrators “manage” school operations.
Table 5 displays the observed (empirical) and expected (theoretical) frequencies
for questions Q65a and Q65c of the NSOPSF:99 survey, as well as the chi-square statistic
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for each question. The degrees o f freedom were calculated by subtracting one from the
number of categories, or levels, o f available responses (4 - 1 = 3df).

Table 5
Observed Frequencies— Measures of Job Satisfaction
Q 6 5 a S a tisfa ctio n w ith a u th o rity to

Q 65c S a tisfa ctio n w ith a u th o rity to

d e c id e 'c o u rse co n te n t

m a k e o th e r j o b d ec isio n s

Obsvd
N

Expctd
Pctg

Expctd

Obsvd

N

Res

(0 -E )2/E

N

Pctg

N

Res

(0 -E )2/E

Very
dissatisfied

113

2%

1,158

-1,045

943

356

8%

1,158

-802

555

Somewhat
dissatisfied

186

4%

1,158

-972

816

705

15%

1,158

-453

111

Somewhat
satisfied

853

18%

1,158

-305

80

1,748

38%

1,158

590

301

Very
satisfied

3,480

75%

1,158

2,322

4,656

1,823

39%

1,158

665

382

Total

4,632

4,632

X2

6,495

4,632

4,632

x2

1,415

0 cells (.0%) have expected frequencies less than 5. The minimum expected cell
frequency is 1158.0.

Satisfaction With Authority to Decide Course Content (Q65a) and Satisfaction With
Authority to Make Other Job Decisions (Q65c) fo r Two-year Institutions

The chi-square procedure for two variables (test o f independence) was used to
determine whether teachers’ perceptions o f their leadership opportunities relative to
instructional issues in the classroom and institutional (non-instructional, school-wide)
issues were related to or independent from one another. The null hypothesis for the test
stated that no relationship would be found between the respondents’ satisfaction with
their authority to decide course content (Q65a) and their authority to make other jo b
decisions (Q65c).
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The survey responses were arranged in a 2 x 4 chi-square table, depicting the 4
levels for both Q65a and Q65c (1 = Very Dissatisfied, 2 = Somewhat Dissatisfied, 3 =
Somewhat Satisfied, 4 = Very Satisfied). The number o f degrees o f freedom were calcu
lated by multiplying the number of rows, minus 1, by the number o f columns, minus 1
(e.g., ( 4 - 1 ) * ( 2 - 1 ) = 3df). The critical value obtained from Appendix F, Distribution
of chi-square (Ravid, 2000), with 3 degrees o f freedom at the .01 level o f significance (p
= .01), was 11.341 (.99% / = 11.341). Since the observed (empirical) chi-square value of
7,910 (%2 = 7,910) exceeded the critical value, the null hypothesis was rejected (no rela
tionship would be found between the respondents’ satisfaction with their authority to
decide course content (Q65a) and their authority to make other jo b decisions (Q65c) for
two-year institutions). The test indicated that, although respondents from two-year insti
tutions responded positively about their level o f satisfaction with their authority to decide
course content and their authority to make other job decisions, and that the two measures
were related, the respondents felt much more strongly about their authority to decide
course content. The results of the test are displayed in Table 6 .
The Spearman r statistic was used to determine the correlation between satis
faction with authority to decide course content (Q65a) and satisfaction with authority to
make other jo b decisions (Q65c). Spearman r is interpreted the same way as the Pearson
r. According to Table J in Glass and Hopkins (1996), the critical value for a sample size
of 5,000 and an alpha level of .01 would be .0364 (p. 641). For the purposes of this
study, correlation coefficients o f .0364 will be reported as significant and the direction of
the correlation, positive or negative, will be indicated. The results o f the test indicated a
positive correlation between the measures o f satisfaction for two-year institutions
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Table 6
Chi-square— Satisfaction With Authority to Decide Course Content (Q65a)
and Authority to Make Other Job Decisions (Q65c)
Q65a
Very dissatisfied

Somewhat dissatisfied

Somewhat satisfied

Very satisfied

Q65c

Observed N

113

356

Expected N

1,158

1,158

Residual

-1,045

-802

( 0 - E)2/E

943

555

Observed N

186

705

Expected N

1,158

1,158

Residual

-972

-453

( 0 - E)2/E

816

177

Observed N

853

1,748

Expected N

1,158

1,158

Residual

-305

590

(0 - E)2/E

80

301

Observed N

3,480

1,823

Expected N

1,158

1,158

Residual

2,322

665

( 0 - E)2/E

4,656

382

x2
7,910

Degrees o f Freedom = 3
( 4 - 1) * (2 —1) = 3d f
Table (2 x 4)

{Trank = .383). The results also indicated that the level o f satisfaction and the direction of
correlation o f one o f the measures o f satisfaction studied could be predicted by the other.
Finally, the coefficient of determination (or shared variance) was calculated to determine
how much the dependent variables (Q65a and Q65c) were associated with one another.
The coefficient of determination was calculated by squaring the correlation coefficients
in Table 7. The correlation coefficient for the two measures o f satisfaction (Q65a and
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Q65c) was reported as .383 (rran* = .383). The test yielded a coefficient o f determination
of 14.7% (r2 = 14.7%). In sum, 14.7% (r2 = 14.7%) o f the variation in responses to Q65a
for two-year institutions was found to be attributable to Q65c, and vice versa.

Table 7
Correlation— Measures o f Job Satisfaction
Q65c Satisfaction
w/authority to make
other job decisions
Q65a Satisfaction w/authority to
decide course content

Correlation Coefficient

0.383 **

Sig. (2-tailed)

0.000

N

4632

**Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed).

Summary—Research Question 1

The findings for research question 1—Is there a difference between teachers ’
perceptions o f their leadership opportunities relative to instructional issues in the class
room versus institutional (non-instructional, school-wide) aspects o f their job?—were
consistent for the measures of job satisfaction (Q65a and Q65c) studied.
The percentage o f respondents who reported feeling “somewhat satisfied” or
“somewhat dissatisfied” was consistently higher for question 65c than for Q65a; the
percentage o f respondents who felt “very dissatisfied” followed this same pattern, but to a
lesser degree. The tests also indicated that while the respondents were relatively satisfied
with their authority to make other job decisions, their level o f satisfaction with authority
to make other job decisions was much lower than that for authority to decide course con
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tent. This finding indicated that respondents felt much more strongly about their author
ity to decide course content than their authority to make other job decisions. Finally, the
Spearman rho test was utilized to determine the correlation between satisfaction with
authority to decide course content (Q65a) and satisfaction with authority to make other
jo b decisions (Q65c). The results indicated a positive correlation between these measures
of satisfaction for two-year institutions. The results also indicated that the level of satis
faction and the direction (positive or negative) of correlation o f one o f the measures of
satisfaction studied could be predicted by the other. The coefficient o f determination
statistics found that 14.7% (r 2 = 14.7%) o f the variation in responses to Q65a was attrib
utable to Q65c, and vice versa.

Research Question 2

2. Is there a relationship between teachers ’perceptions o f their leadership opportu
nities relative to instructional issues in the classroom versus institutional (noninstructional, school-wide) aspects o f their jo b and the percentage o f work time
spent in instructional and non-instructional activities?
On average, teachers at two-year institutions spent the majority (69%) of their
time on instructional activities, and very little time on research activities (3%), pro
fessional growth ( 6%), administration ( 8%), service activities (4%), and consulting (10%).
When comparing the actual time spent and the time teachers would prefer to spend on
various activities, respondents indicated that they would like to spend more time on
research and professional growth activities and less time on teaching and administration.
Table 8 indicates the percentage o f time spent on instructional and other institutional
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(non-instructional, school-wide) activities, as reported by faculty from two-year institu
tions on the NSOPSF:99 survey.

Table 8
Descriptives— Percent of Time Spent on Teaching & Other Activities—
Actual and Preferred
Q 31al
Teach
undergrads

Q31a2
Teach
grads

Total
Tchg

Q31a3
Rsrch

Q31a4
Prof
growth

Q31a5
Admin

Q31a6
Service
Activity

Q31a7
Consult

ACTUAL
Time (Mean)

66.8 9 %

2.41%

69.30%

3.45%

5.86%

8.21%

3.57%

9.61%

PREFERRED
Time (Mean)

63.71%

3.15%

66.86%

6.55%

8.98%

5.75%

3.77%

8.10%

+/- Preferred vs
Actual (Mean)

-3.18%

0.73%

-2.44%

3.09%

3.12%

-2.46%

0.20%

-1.51%

The Pearson r statistic was used to determine whether teachers’ perceptions of
their leadership opportunities were related to the percentage o f work time spent in in
structional and other activities. A negative correlation was found between Q31al (Time
spent teaching undergraduate students) and Q65c (Satisfaction with authority to make
other jo b decisions) for two-year institutions (r = -0.057) at the .01 level (p = .01). A
lower negative correlation was found between Q3 la l (Time spent teaching undergrad
uate students) and Q65a (Satisfaction with authority to decide course content) for twoyear institutions (r = -0.034), which was significant at the .05 level (p = .05). No corre
lations were found, however, between Q31a2 (Time spent teaching graduate students)
and these measures o f teacher satisfaction. Table 9 displays the results o f the test.
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Table 9
Correlation— Measures of Job Satisfaction and Time Spent Teaching
Q31al Undergrads
Q65a course content

Q65c other job decisions

Pearson Correlation

-0.034 *

Sig. (2-tailed)

0.021

N

4632

Pearson Correlation

-0.057 **

Sig. (2-tailed)

0.000

N

4632

Q31a2 Grads
-0.011
0.442

0.002
0.865

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
^Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

Finally, the coefficient o f determination was calculated by squaring the correla
tion coefficients (r2) for each independent variable, identifying the percent o f variance
between each and the measures o f satisfaction (Q65a and Q65c) studied. The correlation
coefficient for Q65a, satisfaction with authority to decide course content, and time spent
teaching undergraduates (Q31al), was reported as -0.034 (r = -0.034) and yielded a
coefficient of determination o f . 12% (r2 = 0.12%). The correlation between Q65c, satis
faction with authority to make other jo b decisions, and time spent teaching undergrad
uates (Q31al), was reported as -0.057 (r = -0.057), producing a coefficient o f determi
nation o f .32% (r 2= 0.32%). In sum, less than 1% o f the variation in responses to Q65a
and Q65c could be explained by Q3 l a l ; while a statistically significant relationship was
found between teachers’ perceptions of their leadership opportunities relative to instruc
tional issues in the classroom versus institutional (non-instructional, school-wide) aspects
of their job and time spent teaching undergraduates, this finding is of no practical signif
icance. However, the negative correlation between satisfaction with authority to make
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other job decisions and time spent teaching (undergraduates) might indicate that teachers
are more likely to be satisfied when they are able to continue teaching while engaging in
institutional (non-instructional, school-wide) leadership activities. The results of the test
are presented in Table 10.

Table 10
Coefficient of Determination— Summary o f Research Question 2
Q31al
Undergrads
Q65a Satisfaction with authority to decide course content

0 . 12%

Q65c Satisfaction with authority to make other jo b decisions

0.32%

Research Question 3

3. Is there a relationship between teachers ’perceptions o f their leadership opportu
nities relative to instructional issues in the classroom versus institutional (noninstructional, school-wide) aspects o f their jo b and teacher status (i.e., total/local
years o f experience, tenure, rank/title/position, employment status)?

Years Experience in Higher Education

The Pearson r statistic was used to determine whether teachers’ perceptions of
their leadership opportunities were related to their years o f teaching in higher education.
A negative correlation was found between Q25 (Years teaching in higher education) and
Q65c (Satisfaction with authority to make other jo b decisions) for two-year institutions
(r = -.050) at the .01 level o f significance (p = .01). As the number o f years in higher
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education increases,

s a t i s f a c t i o n w ith th e a u th o r i ty to m a k e o t h e r j o b d e c i s i o n s

(Q65c)

among two-year faculty decreases. A positive correlation was found between years
teaching in higher education and satisfaction with authority to decide course content
(r =.027) at the .01 level o f significance
was found among faculty and their

(p

= .01). In sum, while a positive correlation

a u th o r i ty to d e c i d e c o u r s e c o n t e n t

correlation was reported relative to their a u th o r i ty

(Q65a), a negative

to m a k e o t h e r j o b d e c i s i o n s

(Q65c),

indicating that faculty satisfaction relative to institutional (non-instructional, schoolwide) aspects o f their job decreases over time. Table 11 displays the results o f the test.

Table 11
Correlation— Total Years Experience in Higher Education
and Measures o f Job Satisfaction
Q25
Y ears T eaching
in H igher Ed

A =4632

Q 65a S a tisfa ctio n w /a u th o rity to d e c id e co u rse co n ten t

Q 65c S a tisfa ctio n w /a u th o rity to m a k e o th er j o b d e c isio n s

P earson
C orrelation

0.027 *

Sig. (2-tailed)

0.067

N

4632

P earson
C orrelation

-0.050 **

Sig. (2-tailed)

0.001

N

4632

*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Finally, the coefficient o f determination was calculated by squaring the corre
lation coefficients reported as significant at the .01 level

(p

= .01) in Table 11 to indicate

the amount of variance in the dependent variables (Q65a and Q65c) that could be attrib-
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uted to the number o f years experience in higher education (Q25), the independent
variable. The correlation coefficient for Q65a, satisfaction with authority to decide
course content, and number o f years experience in higher education (Q25), was not sig
nificant at the .01 level (p = .01), thus its coefficient of determination was not reported
here. The correlation between Q65c, satisfaction with authority to make other jo b deci
sions, and number o f years experience in higher education (Q25), was reported as -0.050
(r = -0.050), producing a coefficient o f determination o f .25% (r 2= 0.25%). In sum, less
than 1% o f the variation in responses to Q65c could be explained by Q25 for two-year
institutions (0.25%); while a statistically significant relationship was found between
teachers’ perceptions o f their leadership opportunities relative to instructional issues in
the classroom versus institutional (non-instructional, school-wide) aspects o f their job
and number o f years experience in higher education, this finding is o f no practical
significance.

Years Experience in Current Position

For the purpose o f this study, a new variable titled YearsCurrentPosition was
created fromNSOPSF:99 survey questions by subtracting Q7 (Year began jo b held in
Fall 1998) from Q9 (Year achieved rank/title)', a second new variable, YearsCurrent
Range, was created from YearsCurrentPosition to group respondents into six ranges to
indicate zero-to-five years (code = 1) o f experience in current position, six-to-ten years
(code = 2), eleven-to-fifteen years (code = 3), sixteen-to-twenty years (code = 4), twentyone-to-thirty years (code = 5), and thirty-one-to-forty years (code = 6) o f experience in
current position.
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The majority o f survey respondents had been in their current position for five
years or less (85%), while 93% o f respondents had been in their current position for ten
years or less at the time o f the survey. The mean scores indicate that teachers are “very
satisfied” with their authority to decide course content (Q65a), with mean scores for
increasing with the number of years o f experience in current position. However, satis
faction with authority to make other jo b decisions (Q65c) among faculty (with the excep
tion of teachers with 31^40 years of experience in their current position), as evidenced by
mean scores, declines over time. This finding is consistent with the negative correlation
(decrease) reported in the previous section relative to the perceived authority among
faculty to make other jo b decisions (Q65c) as the total years experience in higher educa
tion increased. Table 12 includes the descriptive statistics for the created variable,
Years CurrentRange.
The Pearson r statistic was used to determine whether teachers’ perceptions of
their leadership opportunities were related to years o f experience in their current position.
A positive correlation was found between YearsCurrentPosition (Years Experience in
Current Position) and Q65a {Satisfaction with authority to decide course content) for
two-year institutions (r = .051). This correlation was significant at the .01 level (p = .01).
As reported in the previous section, satisfaction with authority to make other jo b deci
sions (Q65c) among faculty (with the exception o f teachers with 31—40 years of experi
ence in their current position), as evidenced by mean scores, declined over time. While
the correlation (r = -.019) was not significant on this measure for two-year institutions,
the direction was negative. Table 13 displays the results o f the test.
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Table 12
Descriptives— Years Experience in Current Position and Measures of Job Satisfaction
Years
Q65a Satisfaction w/authority
to decide course content

Pctg

Mean

Min

Max

1

0-5

3573

84%

3.643

1

4

2

6-10

356

8%

3.711

1

4

3

11-15

176

4%

3.682

1

4

4

16-20

83

2%

3.711

1

4

5

21-30

52

1%

3.846

1

4

6

31^10

5

0%

3.800

3

4

3.655

1

4

Total
Q65c Satisfaction w/authority
to make other job decisions

N

4245

1

0-5

3573

84%

3.104

1

4

2

6-10

356

8%

3.062

1

4

3

11-15

176

4%

3.045

1

4

4

16-20

83

2%

3.000

1

4

5

21-30

52

1%

2.962

1

4

6

31-40

5

0%

3.400

3

4

3.094

1

4

Total

4245

Finally, the coefficient of determination was calculated by squaring the correla
tion coefficients reported as significant at the .01 level (p = .01) in Table 13 to indicate
the amount of variance in the dependent variables (Q65a and Q65c) that could be attrib
uted to the number o f years experience in current position (Q9-Q7), the independent
variable. The correlation coefficient for Q65a, satisfaction with authority to decide
course content, and number o f years experience in current position (Q9-Q7), was re
ported as 0.051 (r = 0.051), yielding a coefficient o f determination o f .26% (r2 = 0.26%).
The correlation between Q65c, satisfaction with authority to make other jo b decisions,
and number o f years experience in current position (Q9-Q7), were not significant at the
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Table 13
Correlation—Years Experience in Current Position and Measures of Job Satisfaction
Q 9-Q 7 Y ears
E xperience in
C urrent P osition

Q 65a S atisfaction w /au th o rity to decide course content

Q 65c S atisfaction w /au th o rity to m ake other jo b decisions

Q9-7 Y rs E x p er in C urren t P osition

P earson
C orrelation

0.051

Sig. (2-tailed)

0.001

N

4245

P earson
C orrelation

-0.019

Sig. (2-tailed)

0.225

N

4245

P earson
C orrelation

1.000

Sig. (2-tailed)
N

4284

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
C orrelation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

.01 level {p = .01), thus the coefficient o f determination was not reported here. In sum,
less than 1% (0.26%) of the variation in responses to Q65a could be explained by the
number o f years experience in current position (Q9-Q7); while a statistically significant
relationship was found between teachers’ perceptions of their leadership opportunities
relative to instructional issues in the classroom and number o f years experience in current
position, this finding is o f no practical significance. None o f the variation in responses to
Q65c, satisfaction with authority to make other jo b decisions, could be explained by the
number o f years experience in current position (Q9-Q7); however, the direction of the
correlation between these variables was negative.
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Tenure Status

The NSOPSF:99 survey utilized a 4-level scale for Q10 to indicate tenure status
(1 = Tenured, 2 = On Tenure Track, 3 = Not on Tenure Track, 4 = No Tenure System).
Just over a third o f the respondents were tenured (27%) or on a tenure track (9%), while a
similar percentage o f respondents indicated that they were not on a tenure track. This
finding may be indicative o f the number o f part-time faculty employed by two-year insti
tutions, which will be explored in the next section. One-quarter o f the respondents indi
cated that no tenure system was in place at their institution. Table 14 displays the fre
quencies for question Q10 for two-year institutions.

Table 14
Frequencies— Tenure Status
Observed N

Percentage

1261

27%

399

9%

Not on tenure track

1784

38%

No tenure system at this institution

1231

26%

Total

4675

100%

Tenured
On tenure track, but not tenured

The Spearman’s rho statistic was used to determine whether teachers’ perceptions
of their leadership opportunities were related to their tenure status (Q10). The survey
question utilized an inverse coding scheme that was comprised o f four levels (1 =
Tenured, 2 = On Tenure Track, 3 = Not on Tenure Track, 4 = No Tenure System) with
unequal intervals on an ordinal scale that “indicate more than or less than based on mag
nitude or size” (Ravid, 2000, p. 55). A negative correlation was found between Q10
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(Tenure Status) and Q65a {Satisfaction with authority to decide course content) for twoyear institutions {rmnk = -0.039). This correlation were significant at the .01 level (p =
.01). A positive correlation was found between Q10
f a c t i o n w ith a u t h o r i t y to m a k e o t h e r j o b d e c i s i o n s )

{ T e n u r e S ta tu s )

and Q65c

{ S a tis 

for two-year institutions {rrank =.040)

at the .01 level of significance {p = .01). The negative correlation coefficient found
between tenure status and satisfaction with authority to decide course content indicated
that those respondents with a lower tenure status

v a lu e

(i.e., 1 = Tenured, 2 = On Tenure

Track) reported a significantly higher degree o f satisfaction (at the .01 level of signif
icance,/? = .01) with their authority to decide course content. Conversely, the positive
correlation coefficient between tenure status and authority to make other job decisions
indicated that those respondents with a lower tenure status

v a lu e

(i.e., 1 = Tenured, 2 =

On Tenure Track) reported a significantly lower degree o f satisfaction (at the .01 level of
significance,/? = .01) with their authority to make other job decisions. Table 15 displays
the results o f the test.
Finally, the coefficient o f determination was calculated by squaring the correla
tion coefficients reported as significant at the .01 level {p = .01) in Table 15 to indicate
the amount of variance in the dependent variables (Q65a and Q65c) that could be attrib
uted to tenure status (Q10), the independent variable. The correlation coefficient for
Q65a, satisfaction with authority to decide course content, and tenure status (Q10), was
reported as -0.039 {rrank = -0.039). This correlation produced a coefficient of determi
nation o f . 16% (r2 = 0.16%). The correlation between Q65c, satisfaction with authority
to make other jo b decisions, and tenure status (Q10), was reported as 0.040 {rmnk = 0.040)
and yielded a coefficient o f determination o f . 16% {r2 =0.16% ). In sum, less than 1%
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Table 15
Correlation—Tenure Status and Measures of Job Satisfaction
Q 10 T enure
S tatus1

C orrelations— S p e a rm a n ’s rho

Q 65a S a tisfa ctio n w ith a u th o rity to d e c id e co u rse co n te n t

Q 65c S a tisfa ctio n w ith a u th o rity to m a k e o th e r j o b d e c isio n s

Q 10 T enure status

C orrelation
C oefficient

-0.039 **

Sig. (2-tailed)

0.007

N

4632

C orrelation
C oefficient

0.040 **

Sig. (2-tailed)

0.007

N

4632

C orrelation
C oefficient

1.000

Sig. (2-tailed)

.

N

4675

**Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed).
!Q10 (Tenure) utilized an inverse coding scheme; producing a negative correlation
coefficient when a positive relationship exists

(0.16%) of the variation in responses to Q65a could be explained by tenure status (Q10).
Similarly, less than 1% o f the variation in responses to Q65c could be explained by Q10
for two-year institutions (0.16%). While a statistically significant relationship was found
between teachers’ perceptions o f their leadership opportunities relative to instructional
issues in the classroom versus institutional (non-instructional, school-wide) aspects of
their job and tenure status, this finding is of no practical significance.

Part- or Full-Time Employment Status

The NSOPSF:99 survey utilized a 2-level scale for Q5 to indicate part- or fu ll
time employment status (1 = Part-Time, 2 = Full-Time). Just over half o f the respondents
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were employed full-time (52%), with 48% being employed part-time. This may be a
factor in the number o f faculty at two-year institutions who do not have tenure, as
reported in a previous section. Table 16 displays the frequencies for question Q5.

Table 16
Frequencies— Full- or Part-Time Employment Status
Observed N

Percentage

Part-time Employment

2235

48%

Full-time Employment

2440

52%

Total

4675

100%

The Spearman’s rho statistic was used to determine whether teachers’ perceptions
of their leadership opportunities were related to their employment status (full- or parttime status). A positive correlation was found between Q5 (Employment Status) and
Q65a (Satisfaction with authority to decide course content) for two-year institutions (rmnk
= .041) at the .01 level o f significance (p = .01). A negative correlation was found
between Q5 {Employment Status) and Q65c {Satisfaction with authority to make other jo b
decisions) for two-year institutions {rrank = - 0 . 121) at the .01 level o f significance (p =
.01). Table 17 displays the results o f the test.
Finally, the coefficient o f determination was calculated by squaring the correla
tion coefficients reported as significant at the .01 level {p = .01) in Table 17 to indicate
the amount o f variance in the dependent variables (Q65a and Q65c) that could be attrib
uted to employment status, full- or part-time employment (Q5), the independent variable.
The correlation coefficient for Q65a, satisfaction with authority to decide course content,
and employment status (Q5), was reported as 0.041 {rmnk = 0.041) and yielded a
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Table 17
Correlation—Full- or Part-Time Employment Status and Measures of Job Satisfaction
Q5 FT/PT S ta tu s

C o r r e la tio n — S p e a r m a n ’s r h o
Q 65a S a tisfa ctio n w ith a u th o rity to d e c id e
cou rse co n te n t

C orrelation C oefficient

0.041 **

Sig. (2-tailed)

0.005

N

4632

Q 65c S a tisfa ctio n w ith a u th o rity to m ake
o th er j o b d e c isio n s

Q5 F u ll- o r p a r t- tim e sta tu s

C orrelation C oefficient

-0.121 **

Sig. (2-tailed)

0.000

N

4632

C orrelation C oefficient

1.000

Sig. (2-tailed)

N

4675

**Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed).

coefficient o f determination o f . 17% (r2= 0.17%). The correlation between Q65c, satis
faction with authority to make other jo b decisions, and employment status (Q5), was re
ported as -0.121 (rrank = -0.121), producing a coefficient o f determination of 1.45% (r 2=
1.45%). In sum, less than 1% (0.17%) of the variation in responses to Q65a could be
explained by employment status (Q5). Nearly 1.5% of the variation in responses to Q65c
could be explained by Q5 (1.45%). While a statistically significant relationship was
found between teachers’ perceptions o f their leadership opportunities relative to instruc
tional issues in the classroom versus institutional (non-instructional, school-wide) aspects
of their job and employment status, this finding is o f no practical significance.
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Rank/Title/Position

The NSOPSF:99 survey utilized a 33-level scale for Q 8 to indicate Rank/Title/
Position. A new variable was created to group respondents into seven categories (0 =
Not Applicable, 1 = Professor, 2 = Associate Professor, 3 = Assistant Professor, 4 = In
structor, 5 = Lecturer, 6 = Other Titles). This survey question utilized an inverse coding
scheme, similar to that used for Q10 (Tenure Status). Just over half o f the respondents
held the title o f Instructor (52%), the same percentage that had reported being employed
full-time, as reported in the previous section. Table 18 displays the frequencies for
question Q 8 .

Table 18
Frequencies— Rank/Title/Position
Observed N

Percentage

Not Applicable

0

391

8%

Professor

1

580

12%

Associate Professor

2

653

14%

Assistant Professor

3

0

0%

Instructor

4

2434

52%

Lecturer

5

89

2%

Other Titles

6

528

11%

Total

4675

The Spearman’s rho statistic was used to determine whether teachers’ perceptions
of their leadership opportunities were related to their rank/title/position (Q 8). A negative
correlation was found between Q 8 (.Rank/Title/Position) and Q65a (Satisfaction with
authority to decide course content) for two-year institutions {rrank = -0.045). This corre-
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lation was significant at the .01 level (p = .01). The survey question was comprised of
seven levels (0 = Not Applicable, 1 = Professor, 2 = Associate Professor, 3 = Assistant
Professor, 4 = Instructor, 5 = Lecturer, 6 = Other Titles) with unequal intervals on an
ordinal scale that “indicate more than or less than based on magnitude or size” (Ravid,
2000, p. 55). The negative correlation coefficients found between rank and satisfaction
with authority to decide course content indicated that those respondents with a lower rank
value (i.e., 1 = Professor, 2 = Associate Professor) reported a significantly higher degree
of satisfaction (at the .01 level o f significance, p = .01) with their authority to decide
course content. Table 19 displays the results o f the test.

Table 19
Correlation— Rank/Title/Position and Measures o f Job Satisfaction
Q8 R an k 1
Q 65a S a tisfa ctio n w ith a u th o rity to
d e c id e co u rse co n te n t

Q 65c S a tisfa ctio n w ith a u th o rity to m a k e
o th er j o b d ec isio n s

Q 8 R a n k /T itle/P o sitio n

C orrelation C oefficient

-0.045 **

Sig. (2-tailed)

0.002

N

4632

C orrelation C oefficient

0.023

Sig. (2-tailed)

0.110

N

4632

C orrelation C oefficient

1.000

Sig. (2-tailed)
N

4675

**Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed).
1Q 8 (Rank/Title/Position) utilized an inverse coding scheme, producing a negative
correlation coefficient when a positive relationship exists.
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Finally, the coefficient o f determination was calculated by squaring the correla
tion coefficients reported as significant at the .01 level (p = .01) in Table 19 to indicate
the amount of variance in the dependent variables (Q65a and Q65c) that could be attrib
uted to rank/title/position (Q 8), the independent variable. The correlation coefficient for
Q65a, satisfaction with authority to decide course content, and rank/title/position (Q 8),
was reported as -0.045 (rrank = -0.045), yielding a coefficient o f determination of .20%
(r 2= 0.20%). The correlation between Q65c, satisfaction with authority to make other
jo b decisions, and rank/title/position (Q 8), was not significant at the .01 level (p = .01),
thus the coefficient o f determination were not calculated. In sum, less than 1% (0.20%)
of the variation in responses to Q65a could be explained by rank/title/position (Q 8).
None o f the variation in responses to Q65c, satisfaction with authority to make other jo b
decisions, could be explained by rank/title/position (Q 8). While a statistically significant
relationship was found between teachers’ perceptions of their leadership opportunities
relative to instructional issues in the classroom and rank/title/position, this finding is o f
no practical significance.

Summary—Research Question 3

The findings for research question 3— Is there a relationship between teachers ’
perceptions o f their leadership opportunities relative to instructional issues in the class
room versus institutional (non-instructional, school-wide) aspects o f their jo b and
teacher status (i.e., total/local years o f experience, tenure, rank/title/position, employ
ment status)? — were consistent for the measures o f job satisfaction studied (Q65a and
Q65c) and the following independent variables: Years in Higher Education, Years in
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Current Position, Tenure Status, Employment Status, and Rank. A negative correlation
(decrease) was reported relative to the perceived authority among faculty to make other
jo b decisions (Q65c) as the total years experience in higher education increased. Satis
faction with authority to make other jo b decisions (Q65c) among faculty (with the excep
tion o f teachers with 31-40 years o f experience in their current position), as evidenced by
mean scores, was found to decline over time (while the correlation coefficient [r =
-0.019] was not significant on this measure, the direction was negative). Respondents
from two-year institutions with a lower tenure status value (i.e., 1 = Tenured, 2 = On
Tenure Track, 3 = N ot on Tenure Track, 4 = No Tenure System) reported a lower degree
of satisfaction with their authority to make other job decisions, indicated by the positive
correlation coefficient resulting from the inverse coding scale utilized for survey question
Q10. A negative correlation was found between Q5 {Employment Status) and Q65c
{Satisfaction with authority to make other jo b decisions) for two-year institutions {rrank —
-0.121). A negative correlation was found between Q 8 {Rank/Title/Position) and Q65a
{Satisfaction with authority to decide course content) for two-year institutions (rra„k = 0.045). Table 20 contains a summary o f the findings relative to research question 3.
Finally, the coefficient o f determination was calculated by squaring the correla
tion coefficients to identify the percent o f variance between each independent variable
and the measures o f satisfaction (Q65a and Q65c) studied. The most significant finding
relative to research question 3 was the amount of shared variance identified between
employment status (Q5) and the measures o f satisfaction (Q65a and Q65c) studied.
Nearly 1.5% o f the variation in responses to Q65c could be explained by Q5 (r 2 =
1.45%). The total shared variance for Q65a, satisfaction with authority to decide course
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Table 20
Correlation— Summary of Research Question 3 and Measures of Job Satisfaction
Q25 1
Y ears
H igher Ed
Q 65a course
content

Q 65c other
decisions

Q 9-Q 7 1
Y ears C urr
Position

Q 10 2,3
T enure
Status

Q 52
F T /P T
Status

-0.039 **

0.041 **

0.045 **

Q8 2’3
R ank/T itle/
Position

C orrel C o e ff

0.027

0.051 **

Sig. (2tailed)

0.067

0.001

0.007

0.005

0.002

N

4632

4245

4632

4632

4632

C orrel C o e ff

0.050 **

0.040 **

0.121 **

0.023

Sig. 12tailed)

0.001

0.225

0.007

0.000

0.110

N

4632

4245

4632

4632

4632

-0.019

**Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed).
1 Pearson’s r
2 Spearman’s rho
3Q10 (Tenure) and Q 8 (Rank) utilized an inverse coding scheme, producing a negative
correlation coefficient when a positive relationship exists

content, and the combined independent variables for this research question was .86% (r 2
= 0.86%). The total shared variance for Q65c, satisfaction with authority to make other
job decisions, and the combined independent variables for research question 3 was 1.96%
(r 2 = 1.96%). The results o f the test are presented in Table 21.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

124
Table 21
Coefficient o f Determination— Summary o f Research Question 3
Q 25 1
Y ears in
H ig h er Ed

Q 9-Q 7 1
Y ears C urr
P osition

0.07%

0.26%

0.16%

0.25%

0.04%

0.16%

Q 10 2
Tenure
Status

Q5 2
F T /P T
Status

Q8 2
R ank/T itle/
P osition

Total r1

0.17%

0.20%

0.86%

1.45%

0.06%

1.96%

Q 65a decide
course content
r2
Q 65c m ake oth er
decisions
2
r

1Pearson’s r
2 Spearman’s rho

Research Question 4

4. Is there a relationship between teachers ’perceptions o f their leadership opportu
nities relative to instructional issues in the classroom versus institutional (noninstructional, school-wide) aspects o f their jo b and degree status?

Highest Degree Types

The NSOPSF:99 survey utilized a 7-level scale for Q 16a to indicate Degree Types
(1 = First Professional Degree, 2 = Doctoral, 3 = Masters o f Fine Arts/Social Work, 4 =
Other Masters, 5 = Bachelors, 6 = Associates, 7 = Undergraduate Cert/Diploma). This
survey question utilized an inverse coding scheme, similar to that used for Q10 (tenure)
and Q 8 (rank/title/position). Respondents indicated their Highest Degree Type, 2nd
Highest Degree Type, 3rd Highest Degree Type, and 4th Highest Degree Type. The
highest degree type most frequently reported by respondents from two-year institutions
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was “Other M aster’s degree” (52.4%), followed by “Bachelor’s degree” (17.3%) and
“Doctoral degree” (13.6%). The majority o f “2nd Highest Degree Type” reported was
“Bachelor’s degrees” (38.9%), and the “3rd Highest Degree Type” was “Bachelor’s
degrees” (13.5%). The “4th Highest Degree Type” reported was an “Associate’s degree
or equivalent” (2.0%). Table 22 displays the frequencies for question Q16a.

Table 22
Frequencies— Highest Degree Types

(w = 4675)

16al 1st
H ighest

16a2 2nd
H ighest

16a3 3rd
H ighest

16a4 4th
H ighest

F irst-professional degree

120

2.6%

13

0.3%

0

0.0%

0

0.0%

D octoral degree

634

13.6%

3

0.1%

0

0.0%

0

0.0%

M asters o f Fine A rts,
Social W o rk

280

6.0%

76

1.6%

6

0.1%

0

0.0%

O ther M a ste r’s degree

2452

52.4%

633

13.5%

84

1.8%

9

0.2%

B achelor's degree

809

17.3%

1818

38.9%

633

13.5%

89

1.9%

A sso ciate’s degree or
equivalent

207

4.4%

190

4.1%

353

7.6%

93

2.0%

63

1.3%

44

0.9%

115

2.5%

62

1.3%

110

2.4%

1898

40.6%

3484

74.5%

4422

94.6%

C ert/diplom a und erg rad
program
S kip/M issing

Note: Respondents are responding to more than 1 category for this question (multiple
degrees).

The Spearman’s rho statistic was used to determine whether teachers’ perceptions
of their leadership opportunities were related to their highest degree type (Q16a). A posi
tive correlation was found between Q16al {Highest Degree Type) and Q65c {Satisfaction
with authority to make other jo b decisions) for two-year institutions {rrank - 0.063) at the
.01 level of significance {p = .01). A positive correlation was found between Q16a2 {2nd
Highest Degree Type) and Q65c (.043), and between Q16a3 {3rdHighest Degree Type)
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and Q65c (rrank = .058). These correlations were significant at the .05 level (p = .05).
(Table 22 indicated that the majority o f the highest degree types among two-year
respondents were m aster’s degrees, and the majority o f their 2nd and 3rd highest degrees
were bachelor’s degrees.) The positive correlation coefficients indicate a negative asso
ciation between level o f education and satisfaction with authority to make other job
decisions, due to the inverse coding scheme utilized for NSOPSF:99 survey question
161a {Degree type). The data suggests that satisfaction with their authority to make other
job decisions among faculty at two-year institutions decreased with their level of educa
tion. Table 23 displays the results o f the test.

Table 23
Correlation— Highest Degree Type and Measures o f Job Satisfaction
Q 65a decide
course content
Q 1 6 al H ig h e st d e g r e e ty p e

Q 16a2 2 n d h ig h e st d e g r e e ty p e

Q16a3 3 r d h ig h est d e g r e e ty p e

C orrelation C o eff

0.009

0.063 **

Sig. (2-tailed)

0.526

0.000

N

4525

4525

C orrelation C o eff

-0.010

0.043 *

Sig. (2-tailed)

0.583

0.024

N

2760

2760

C orrelation C o eff

0.006

0.058 *

Sig. (2-tailed)

0.845

0.044

1187

1187

-0.074

0.025

0.243

0.694

252

252

N

Q 16a4 4th h ig h est d e g r e e ty p e

Q 65c m ake other
jo b decisions

C orrelation C o eff
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

**Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed).
*Correlation is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed).
Q16 (Highest Degrees) utilized an inverse coding scheme; producing a negative correla
tion coefficient when a positive relationship exists.
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Finally, the coefficient of determination was calculated by squaring the correla
tion coefficients reported as significant at the .01 level (p = .01) in Table 23 to indicate
the amount o f variance in the dependent variables (Q65a and Q65c) that could be attrib
uted to the highest degree type (Q16al), the independent variable. The correlation coef
ficient for Q65a, satisfaction with authority to decide course content, and the highest
degree type (Q 16al), was not significant (at the .01 level,/? = .01). The correlation
between Q65c, satisfaction with authority to make other jo b decisions, and the highest
degree type (Q 16al), was reported as 0.0630 (rmnk = 0.063). This correlation produced a
coefficient o f determination of .40% (r2= 0.40%). In sum, none o f the variation in
responses to Q65a could be explained by highest degree type (Q 16al), while less than
1% o f the variation in responses to Q65c could be explained by Q16al for two-year
institutions (r2 = 0.40%). While a statistically significant relationship was found between
teachers’ perceptions o f their leadership opportunities relative to institutional (noninstructional, school-wide) aspects of their job and highest degree type, this finding is of
no practical significance.

Year Degrees Received

The majority o f respondents from two-year institutions received their “Highest
Degree,” of which master’s degrees were the most prevalent, between 1990 and 1998 and
their “2nd Highest Degree” between 1970 and 1979, the majority o f which were bache
lor’s degrees. The data is presented in Table 24.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

128
Table 24
Frequencies— Year Degrees Received
Q16bl

Q16b2

Q16b4

Q16b3

Freq

Pctg

Freq

Pctg

Freq

Pctg

Freq

Pctg

0

0%

12

0%

9

1%

2

1%

19 5 0-1959

75

2%

113

4%

69

6%

25

10%

19 6 0-1969

461

10%

614

22%

363

30%

68

27%

19 7 0-1979

1166

26%

939

34%

403

34%

91

36%

1980-1989

1302

29%

719

26%

264

22%

49

19%

1990-1998

1561

34%

380

14%

83

7%

18

7%

P rior to 1950

Total
M issing/S ystem
Total

4565

2777

1191

253

110

1898

3484

4422

4675

4675

4675

4675

Table 24 indicated that the majority o f respondents had earned their “Highest
Degree” (master’s) between 1990 and 1998 and their “2nd Highest Degree (bachelor’s)
between 1970 and 1979. Further analysis revealed a spread (range) o f 46 years between
the earliest (1952) and the latest (1998) degrees received, and that the majority of the
“Highest Degrees” had been earned in 1996 and the “2nd Highest Degrees” in 1972 (as
evidenced by the mode values). Table 25 includes selected descriptive statistics for this
variable ( Year Degrees Received), specifically the mode, range, minimum value, and
maximum value for each level o f degree received.
The Spearman’s rho statistic was also used to determine whether teachers’ per
ceptions of their leadership opportunities were related to the year in which they obtained
their degrees (Q16bl-b4). No correlation was found between Q16b (Year Received
Highest Degrees) and Q65c {Satisfaction with authority to make other jo b decisions). No
significant correlations were reported with respect to the year respondents received their
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Table 25
Statistics—Year Degrees Received
Q16bl

Q16b2

Q16b3

Q16b4

4565

2777

1191

253

110

1898

3484

4422

Total

4675

4675

4675

4675

Mode

1996

1972

1969

1973

10.372

10.410

10.103

10.599

107.586

108.375

102.067

112.346

46

50

50

53

Minimum

1952

1948

1948

1945

Maximum

1998

1998

1998

1998

Valid
Missing

Std. Deviation
Variance
Range

degrees (Q16b) and their level o f satisfaction with authority to make other jo b decisions
(Q65c). While a negative correlation was found between Q16b2 ( Year Received 2nd
Highest Degree) and Q65a {Satisfaction with authority to decide course content), at the
.05 level of significance (p = .05), no other correlations were found between Q16b and
Q65a (though the directions were all negative). The data suggests that this variable had
no practical significance among respondents from two-year institutions. Table 26 dis
plays the results of the test.
Finally, the coefficient o f determination was calculated by squaring the correla
tion coefficients reported as significant at the .01 level (p = .01) in Table 26 to indicate
the amount o f variance in the dependent variables (Q65a and Q65c) that could be attrib
uted to the year received highest degree (Q16bl), and/or the year received 2nd highest
degree (Q16b2), the independent variables. The correlation coefficient for Q65a, satis
faction with authority to decide course content, was not significant (at the .01 level,/? =
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.01) for either the year received highest degree (Q 16b 1) or the year received 2nd highest
degree (Q16b2). Again, the correlation coefficient for Q65c, satisfaction with authority
to make other jo b decisions, was not significant (at the .01 level,/? = .01) for either the
year received highest degree (Q 16bl) or the year received 2nd highest degree (Q16b2).
In sum, the correlation coefficients for Q65a and Q 16bl, and for Q65c and Q 16b 1, were
not significant; therefore, none o f the variation in responses to either measure of satis
faction could be explained by the year received highest degree (Q16bl).

Table 26
Correlation— Year Obtained Degrees and Measures o f Job Satisfaction
Q65a
Q 16b 1 Year recvd highest
degree

Q16b2 Year recvd 2nd highest
degree

Q16b3 Year recvd 3rd highest
degree

Correlation Coeff

-0.025

0.004

Sig. (2-tailed)

0.095

0.766

N

4525

4525

Correlation Coeff

-0.044 *

-0.031

Sig. (2-tailed)

0.020

0.107

N

2760

2760

-0.029

0.000

0.315

0.993

1187

1187

- 0.101

0.014

0.111

0.823

252

252

Correlation Coeff
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

Q16b4 Year recvd 4th highest
degree

Q65c

Correlation Coeff
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

*Correlation is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed).
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Number of Degrees H eld

A new variable was created, NumDegrees, to calculate the total number of
degrees reported by the survey respondents, with four degrees being the maximum
number based on the data collected for survey question Q 16al-a4 ( l sl'-4th Highest Degree
Type). The majority o f the respondents at two-year institutions held one degree (38%).
The data is displayed in Table 27.

Table 27
Frequencies—Number o f Degrees Reported
Frequency

Percentage

110

2%

1 Degree

1788

38%

2 Degrees

1586

34%

3 Degrees

938

20 %

4 Degrees

253

5%

4675

100%

0 Degrees

Total

Finally, the Pearson r statistic was used to determine whether teachers’ percep
tions o f their leadership opportunities were related to the number o f degrees held. This
data was extracted from the responses to Q 16al-a4 (l st- 4 th Highest Degree Type), from
which the variable NumDegrees was created (a maximum o f four degrees was reported
based on the data collected). A negative correlation was found between the created
variable, NumDegrees (Number o f Degrees Received), and Q65c (Satisfaction with
authority to make other jo b decisions) for two-year institutions (r2 = -0.127) at the .01
level of significance (p = .01). A negative correlation was found between NumDegrees
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(Number o f Degrees Received) and Q65a (Satisfaction with authority to decide course
content) at the .01 level o f significance (p = .01). The data suggests that satisfaction with
authority to make other jo b decisions (Q65c) decreases as the number o f degrees earned
increases. Satisfaction with authority to decide course content can also be expected to
decrease as the number o f degrees earned increase. Table 28 displays the results o f the
test.

Table 28
Correlation—Number o f Degrees and Measures o f Job Satisfaction
Q65a decide
course content
Number of Degrees

Correlation Coeff

77=4632

Sig. (2-tailed)

Q65c make other
job decisions

-0.052 **

0.000

-0.127 **

0.000

**Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed).

Finally, the coefficient o f determination was calculated by squaring the correla
tion coefficients reported as significant at the .01 level (p = .01) in Table 28 to indicate
the amount o f variance in the dependent variables (Q65a and Q65c) that could be attrib
uted to the number o f degrees held (NumDegree), the independent variable. The correla
tion coefficient for Q65a, satisfaction with authority to decide course content, and the
number o f degrees held (NumDegree), was reported as -0.052 (r2 = -0.052), yielding a
coefficient of determination of .27% (r 2= 0.27%). The correlation between Q65c, satis
faction with authority to make other jo b decisions, and the number o f degrees held
(NumDegree), was reported as -0.127 (r = -0.127), producing a coefficient o f determina
tion of 1.62% (r2 = 1.62%). In sum, less than 1% (r2 = 0.27%) o f the variation in
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responses to Q65a could be explained by the number o f degrees held (NumDegree) for
two-year institutions. The number o f degrees held (NumDegree) by respondents from
two-year institutions was found to explain 1.62% (r 2 = 1.62%) o f the variation in
responses to Q65c. While a statistically significant relationship was found between
teachers’ perceptions o f their leadership opportunities relative to instructional issues in
the classroom versus institutional (non-instructional, school-wide) aspects o f their job
and number o f degrees held, this finding is of no practical significance.

Summary—Research Question 4

The findings for research question 4—Is there a relationship between teachers ’
perceptions o f their leadership opportunities relative to instructional issues in the class
room versus institutional (non-instructional, school-wide) aspects o f their jo b and degree
status?— were consistent for the measures of job satisfaction studied (Q65a and Q65c)
and the independent variables studied. The data suggests that satisfaction with their
authority to make other jo b decisions (Q65c) among faculty at two-year institutions
decreased with their level of education, as well as with the number o f degrees earned
(NumDegree). While highest degrees earned (Q16a) were not highly correlated with
satisfaction to decide course content (Q65a), satisfaction with authority to decide course
content (Q65a) among faculty from two-year institutions (r = -0.052) decreased as the
number o f degrees earned (NumDegree) increased. Table 29 contains a summary o f the
findings for research question 4.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

134
Table 29
Correlation— Summary of Research Question 4 and Measures of Job Satisfaction
Q16al 1
Highest
Degree
Q65a course content

Q65c other decisions

Q16a2 1
2nd
Highest

Q16bl 1
Year
Highest

Q16b2 1
Year 2nd
Highest

No. o f 2
Degrees

Correl Coeff

0.009

-0.010

-0.025

-0.044 *

Sig. (2-tailed)

0.526

0.583

0.095

0.020

0.000

N

4525

2760

4525

2760

4632

Correl Coeff

0.063 *

0.043 *

0.004

-0.031

Sig. (2-tailed)

0.000

0.024

0.766

0.107

0.000

N

4525

2760

4525

2760

4632

-0.052 **

-0.127 **

^C orrelation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed).
C orrelation is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed).
1 Spearman’s rho
Pearson’s r
Q16a (Highest Degrees) utilized an inverse coding scheme, producing a negative r when
a positive relationship exists.

Finally, the coefficient o f determination was calculated by squaring the correla
tion coefficients (r2) to identify the percent o f variance between each independent vari
able and the measures of satisfaction (Q65a and Q65c) studied. Among the most signif
icant findings relative to research question 4 was the amount o f shared variance identified
between the number o f degrees held (NumDegree) and satisfaction with authority to
make other jo b decisions (Q65c). Over 1.5% o f the variation in responses to Q65c (r 2 =
1.62%) could be explained by the number o f degrees held (NumDegree). The total
shared variance for Q65a, satisfaction with authority to decide course content, and the
combined independent variables for this research question was .55% (r = 0.55%). The
total shared variance for Q65c, satisfaction with authority to make other jo b decisions,
and the combined independent variables for research question 4 was 2.30% (r2 = 2.30%).
The results o f the test are presented in Table 30.
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Table 30
Coefficient of Determination— Summary of Research Question 4
Q 16al
H ighest
D egree

Q 16a2
2nd
H ighest

0.01%

0.01%

0.06%

0.20%

0.27%

0.55%

0.40%

0.18%

0.00%

0.09%

1.62%

2.30%

Q 16bl
Y ear R eed
H ighest

Q 16b2
Y e ar 2nd
H ig h est

N um D egree
N u m b er o f
D egrees

Total r 2

Q 65a decide course
content
r

2

Q 65c m ake oth er jo b
decisions
r

2

Research Question 5

5. Is there a relationship between teachers ’perceptions o f their leadership opportu
nities relative to instructional issues in the classroom versus institutional (noninstructional, school-wide) aspects o f their jo b and program area or discipline?
A new variable was created from survey question Q14 (principal fie ld or disci
pline o f teaching) to group the list o f field codes into the following categories: Agricul
ture; Architecture & Environmental Design; Art; Business; Communications; Computer
Science; Education; Teacher Education; Engineering; English & Literature; Foreign
Languages; Health Sciences; Home Economics; Industrial Arts; Law; Library & Archival
Sciences; Mathematics/Statistics; Biological Sciences; Physical Sciences; Parks & Recre
ation; Philosophy; Religion & Theology; Physical Education; Protective Services; Psy
chology; Public Affairs; Science Technologies; Social Sciences & History; Construction
Trades; Consumer, Personal, & Miscellaneous Services; Mechanics & Repairers; Pre
cision Production; Transportation & Material Moving; and Other.
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The majority o f respondents were from the fields o f English & Literature (12.5%),
Health Sciences (11.1%), Business (8.2%), Mathematics/Statistics (7.9%), and Social
Sciences & History (7.1%). Table 31 displays the number o f respondents in each field/
category and the corresponding mean scores reported relative to satisfaction with author
ity to decide course content (Q65a) and satisfaction with authority to make other jo b
decisions (Q65c).
A mean score o f 3.7 (x = 3.7) was reported relative to the level of “satisfaction
with authority to decide course content’ (Q65a) on a 4-level scale (1 = Very Dissatisfied,
2 = Somewhat Dissatisfied, 3 = Somewhat Satisfied, 4 = Very Satisfied), with respond
ents in the fields o f Industrial Arts ( x = 4.0), Physical Education (x = 3.8), Communi
cations ( x = 3.8), Architecture & Environmental Design ( x = 3.8), and Protective
Services ( x = 3.8) indicating the highest level o f satisfaction on this measure. Those
fields indicating the lowest level o f “satisfaction with authority to decide course content”
(Q65a) were Transportation & Material Moving (x = 3.3), Library & Archival Sciences
(x = 3.4), Science Technologies (x = 3.4), Foreign Languages ( x = 3.4), and Consumer,
Personal & Miscellaneous (x = 3.5).

Table 31
Frequencies— Principal Field or Area o f Teaching

N

P c tg

Q65a

Q65c

M ean

M ean

144

3.1%

3.681

3.146

1. A griculture

39

0.8%

3.615

3.077

2. A rchitectu re & E n vironm ental D esign

25

0.5%

3.840

3.080

262

5.7%

3.771

3.008

0. M issing/S kipped

3. A rt
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Table 31—continued
P c tg

N

Q 65a
M ean

M ean

Q 65c

381

8.2%

3.669

3.013

78

1.7%

3.846

3.128

6. C om puter Science

272

5.9%

3.676

3.143

7. E ducation

184

4.0%

3.679

3.212

8. T eacher E ducation

108

2.3%

3.574

3.120

93

2.0%

3.634

3.075

10. E nglish & L iteratu re

580

12.5%

3.662

3.050

11. Foreign L ang u ag es

109

2.4%

3.431

3.092

12. H ealth Sciences

513

11.1%

3.585

3.066

12

0.3%

3.750

3.250

3

0.1%

4.000

3.667

15. L aw

45

1.0%

3.578

3.000

16. L ibrary & A rch iv al Sciences

31

0.7%

3.387

2.903

17. M athem atics/S tatistics

365

7.9%

3.559

3.118

18. B iological Sciences

167

3.6%

3.671

3.066

19. P hysical Sciences

149

3.2%

3.664

2.980

4

0.1%

3.750

3.750

46

1.0%

3.674

3.087

22. P hysical E ducation

112

2.4%

3.848

3.196

23. Protective Services

73

1.6%

3.781

3.301

150

3.2%

3.760

3.073

26

0.6%

3.654

3.077

5

0.1%

3.400

3.400

327

7.1%

3.734

3.104

28. C onstruction T rades

43

0.9%

3.721

3.209

29. C onsum er, P ersonal & M iscellaneous

35

0.8%

3.457

3.029

30. M echanics & R epairers

91

2.0%

3.780

3.088

31. P recision P roduction

51

1.1%

3.745

3.039

32. T ransportation & M aterial M oving

19

0.4%

3.263

3.053

33. O ther

90

1.9%

3.622

3.200

3.662

3.088

4. B usiness
5. C om m unications

9. E ngineering

13. H om e E conom ics
14. Industrial A rts

20. P ark s & R ecreatio n
21. Philosophy, R elig io n & T heology

24. Psychology
25. Public A ffairs
26. S cience T echnologies
27. Social Sciences & H isto ry

Total

4632
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A mean score o f 3.1 (x = 3.1) was reported relative to the level o f “satisfaction
with authority to make other jo b decisions” (Q65c) on a 4-level scale (1 = Very Dissatis
fied, 2 = Somewhat Dissatisfied, 3 = Somewhat Satisfied, 4 = Very Satisfied), with
respondents in the fields o f Parks & Recreation (x = 3.8), Industrial Arts (x = 3.7),
Science Technologies ( x = 3.4), Protective Services (x = 3.3), and Home Economics
( x = 3.3) indicating the highest level o f satisfaction on this measure. Those fields
indicating the lowest level of satisfaction on this measure were Library & Archival
Sciences (x = 2.9), Physical Sciences (x = 3.0), Law (x = 3.0), Art ( x = 3.0), and
Business (x = 3.0).
Table 32 displays the five highest and five lowest fields and their corresponding
mean scores relative to satisfaction with authority to decide course content (Q65a) and
satisfaction with authority to make other jo b decisions (Q65c).
The Spearman’s rho statistic was also used to determine whether teachers’ per
ceptions of their leadership opportunities were related to their program area or discipline
(Q14). While the analysis o f principal field o f teaching (Q14) and the measures o f satis
faction studied (Q65a and Q65c) revealed no significant correlations, some notable
patterns were identified. Industrial Arts and Protective Services were among the fields
reporting the highest levels of satisfaction for both measures. The lowest levels on both
measures of satisfaction were found in the field o f Library & Archival Sciences. Table
33 displays the results o f the test. The Spearman rank-order correlation coefficient is
interpreted in the same way as the Pearson r (Ravid, 2000).
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Table 32
Frequencies— Summary of Principal Field or Area of Teaching
Q65a Decide Course Content
N

Highest Scores

Q65c Make Other Job Decisions

Pctg

Mean

Highest Scores

N

Pctg

Mean

3

0.1%

4.000

20. Parks & Recreation

4

0.1%

3.750

112

2.4%

3.848

14. Industrial Arts

3

0.1%

3.667

5. Communications

78

1.7%

3.846

26. Science Technologies

5

0.1%

3.400

2. Architecture & Environ
Design

25

0.5%

3.840

23. Protective Services

73

1.6%

3.301

23. Protective Services

73

1.6%

3.781

13. Home Economics

12

0.3%

3.250

Lowest Scores

N

Pctg

Mean

Pctg

Mean

31

0.7%

2.903

149

3.2%

2.980

45

1.0%

3.000

14. Industrial Arts
22. Physical Education

Lowest Scores

N

32. Transportation &
Material Moving

19

0.4%

3.263

16. Library & Archival
Sciences

16. Library & Archival
Sciences

31

0.7%

3.387

19. Physical Sciences

5

0.1%

3.400

15. Law

109

2.4%

3.431

3. Art

262

5.7%

3.008

35

0.8%

3.457

4. Business

381

8.2%

3.013

26. Science Technologies
11. Foreign Languages
29. Consumer, Personal &
Misc

Table 33
Correlation— Principal Field o f Teaching and Measures of Job Satisfaction
Q65a decide
course content
Principal field o f teaching

Q65c make other
job decisions

- 0.012

0.011

Sig. (2-tailed)

0.418

0.463

N

4632

4632

Correlation Coeff

Finally, the coefficient o f determination was calculated by squaring the correla
tion coefficients reported in Table 33 to indicate the amount o f variance in the dependent
variables (Q65a and Q65c) that could be attributed to the principal fie ld o f teaching
(Q14), the independent variable. The total shared variance for Q65a, satisfaction with

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

140
authority to decide course content, and the principal field o f teaching (Q14) was .01% (r2
= .01%). The total shared variance for Q65c, satisfaction with authority to make other
jo b decisions, and the principal fie ld o f teaching (Q14) was .01% (r 2 = 0 .01%) for twoyear institutions. No relationship o f practical significance was found between teachers’
perceptions o f their leadership opportunities relative to instructional issues in the class
room versus institutional (non-instructional, school-wide) aspects o f their job and prin
cipal fie ld o f teaching.

Research Question 6

6 . Is there a relationship between teachers ’perceptions o f their leadership opportu
nities relative to instructional issues in the classroom versus institutional (noninstructional, school-wide) aspects o f their jo b and level o f activity in professional
presentations and/or publications?
The data collected for survey question Q29 (level o f activity in professional
presentations and/or publications) was grouped into three categories: Career, Recent
(Sole), and Recent (Joint) presentations and/or publications. Each o f these categories was
analyzed individually, the results o f which are reported below.

Career Presentations and/or Publications

The Pearson r statistic was used to determine whether teachers’ perceptions of
their leadership opportunities were related to their level o f activity in professional presen
tations and/or publications (Q29). The only significant correlation found in this category
was between Q29al (Career creative works, ju ried media) and Q65a (Satisfaction with
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authority to decide course content); this negative correlation (r = -0.031) was significant
at the .05 level (p = .05). Table 34 displays the results o f the test related to “Career”
presentations and/or publications (i.e., total number o f presentations and/or publications
over the course o f a career).

Table 34
Correlation— Career Presentations and Publications and Measures o f Job Satisfaction
Career («=4632)
Q 2 9 al C areer creative w o rk s, ju rie d m edia
Sig. (2-tailed)
Q 29a2 C areer creative w o rk s, n o n juried m edia
Sig. (2-tailed)
Q 29a3 C areer review s o f books, creative w orks
Sig. (2-tailed)
Q 29a4 C areer books, tex tb o o k s, reports
Sig. (2-tailed)
Q 29a5 C areer exhibitions, perfo rm ances
Sig. (2-tailed)
Q 29a6 C areer patents, co m p u ter softw are
Sig. (2-tailed)

Q65a

Q65c

-0.031 *

-0.015

0.034

0.304

0.004

-0.003

0.762

0.856

0.005

-0.005

0.749

0.734

0.000

-0.014

0.999

0.336

-0.002

0.004

0.894

0.812

-0.007

-0.010

0.612

0.515

C orrelation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

The coefficient o f determination was calculated by squaring the correlation coef
ficients reported in Table 34 to indicate the amount o f variance in the dependent variables
(Q65a and Q65c) that could be attributed to the level of activity in “Career” professional
presentations and/or publications (Q29a), the independent variable. The total shared
variance for Q65a, satisfaction with authority to decide course content, and “Career”
professional presentations and/or publications (Q29a) was 11% (r2 = 0.11%). The total
shared variance for Q65c, satisfaction with authority to make other jo b decisions, and
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“Career”professional presentations and/or publications (Q29a), produced a coefficient
of determination o f .06% (r 2= 0.06%).

Recent Sole Presentations and/or Publications

The Pearson r statistic was also used to determine whether teachers’ perceptions
of their leadership opportunities were related to their level o f activity in professional
presentations and/or publications (Q29). The negative correlation (r = -0.031) found
between Q29al (Career creative works, ju ried media) and Q65a (Satisfaction with
authority to decide course content), at the .05 level o f significance (p = .05), was also
found for Q29bl {Recent sole creative works, ju ried media). This negative correlation (r
= -0.036) was also reported at the .05 level o f significance (p = .05). Unlike the previous
section, in which no correlation was found between “Career” professional presentations
and/or publications and satisfaction with authority to make other jo b decisions (Q65c),
two negative correlations were reported at the .05 level o f significance (p = .05) for
Q29b3 {Recent sole review o f books, creative works) and Q29b4 {Recent sole books,
textbooks, reports), at -.032 (r = -0.032) and -.030 (r = -0.030) respectively. Table 35
displays the results o f the test related to “Recent (Sole) ’’presentations and/or publica
tions (i.e., number o f individual presentations and/or single author publications during the
past two years).
Finally, the coefficient o f determination was calculated by squaring the correla
tion coefficients reported in Table 35 to indicate the amount o f variance in the dependent
variables (Q65a and Q65c) that could be attributed to the level o f activity in “Recent
(Sole) ’’professional presentations and/or publications (Q29b), the independent variable.
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The total shared variance for Q65a, satisfaction with authority to decide course content,
and "Recent (Sole) ’’professional presentations and/or publications (Q29b) was 0.27%
(r 2= 0.27%) for two-year institutions. The total shared variance for Q65c, satisfaction
with authority to make other jo b decisions, and "Recent (Sole) ’’professional presenta
tions and/or publications (Q29b), produced a coefficient o f determination o f .04% (r 2=
0.04%).

Table 35
Correlation— Recent (Sole) Presentations and Publications
and Measures o f Job Satisfaction

Recent (sole) n = 4632

Q65a decide
course content

Q 2 9 b l R ecent sole creativ e w orks, ju rie d m edia
Sig. (2-tailed)
Q 29b2 R ecen t sole creativ e w orks, nonjuried m edia
Sig. (2-tailed)
Q 29b3 R ecent sole review s o f books, w orks
Sig. (2-tailed)
Q 29b4 R ecent sole b o o k s, textbooks, reports
Sig. (2-tailed)
Q 29b5 R ecent sole presen tatio n s, perform ances
Sig. (2-tailed)
Q 29b6 R ecent sole paten ts, com puter softw are
Sig. (2-tailed)

Q65c make other
job decisions

-0.036 *

- 0.021

0.013

0.160

-0.016

- 0.012

0.278

0.416

- 0.011

-0.032 *

0.466

0.030

-0.026

-0.030 *

0.077

0.041

-0.017

0.005

0.250

0.709

- 0.001

-0.018

0.936

0.215

*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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Recent Joint Presentations and/or Publications

Finally, the Pearson r statistic was also used to determine whether teachers’ per
ceptions of their leadership opportunities were related to their level o f activity in pro
fessional presentations and/or publications (Q29). As discussed previously, a negative
correlation was found between Q29al (r= -0.031, Career creative works, juried media)
and Q29bl (r= -0.036, Recent sole creative works, ju ried media) and Q65a (,Satisfaction
with authority to decide course content), at the .05 level o f significance {p = .05). A sim
ilar negative correlation was found for two-year institutions between Q29cl (r= -0.046,
Recent joint creative works, ju ried media) and Q65a; however, the correlation was higher
and significant at the .01 level (p = .01) rather than the .05 level (p = .05). Also, as re
ported earlier, while no correlation was found for two-year institutions between “Career”
professional presentations and/or publications and satisfaction with authority to make
other jo b decisions (Q65c), two negative correlations were reported at the .05 level of
significance (p = .05) for Q29b3 (r= -0.032, Recent sole review o f books, creative works)
and Q29b4 (r= -0.030, Recent sole books, textbooks, reports). While these variables
were significant (at the .05 level, p = .05) when considering only individual presentations
and/or single-author publications during the previous two years, they were not significant
for jo int presentations and/or co-authored publications. However, a negative correlation
was found between Q29cl (Recent jo in t creative works, ju rie d media) and satisfaction
with authority to make other jo b decisions (Q65c). The correlation (r= -0.045) was
significant at the .01 level ip = .01). This correlation was unique in that it was the first
correlation found between these two variables and it was statistically significant at the .01
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level {p = .01). Table 36 displays the results o f the test related to ‘‘Recent (Joint) ”
presentations and/or publications (i.e., number of joint presentations and/or co-authored
publications during the past two years.

Table 36
Correlation—Recent (Joint) Presentations & Publications
and Measures o f Job Satisfaction

Recent (joint) n = 4632
Q 2 9 c lR e c e n t jo in t creativ e w orks, ju rie d m edia
Sig. (2-tailed)
Q 29c2 R ecen t jo in t creativ e w orks, nonjuried m edia
Sig. (2-tailed)
Q29c3 R ecent jo in t rev iew s o f books, creative w orks
Sig. (2-tailed)
Q 29c4 R ecent jo in t b o o k s, reports
Sig. (2-tailed)
Q 29c5 R ecent jo in t presen tatio n s, perform ances
Sig. (2-tailed)
Q 29c6 R ecen t jo in t p aten ts, com puter softw are
Sig. (2-tailed)

Q65a Satis
course content

Q65c Satis
other decisions

-0.046 **

-0.045 **

0.002

0.002

-0.028

-0.022

0.060

0.137

0.017

-0.016

0.241

0.287

- 0.011

- 0.021

0.458

0.163

0.008

0.006

0.585

0.682

-0.018

0.000

0.213

0.998

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Finally, the coefficient o f determination was calculated by squaring the correla
tion coefficients reported in Table 36 to indicate the amount o f variance in the dependent
variables (Q65a and Q65c) that could be attributed to the level o f activity in “Recent
(Joint) ’’professional presentations and/or publications (Q29c), the independent variable.
The correlations between satisfaction with authority to decide course content (Q65a) and
all of the “Recent (Joint) ’’professional presentations and/or publications categories were
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insignificant at the .01 level (p = .01), with the exception o f “Recent (Joint) ” creative
works/juried media (Q 29cl), yielding a coefficient o f determination o f 0.21% (r =
0.21%). The correlations between satisfaction with authority to make other jo b decisions
(Q65c) and “Recent (Joint) ” creative works/juried media (Q 29cl) produced a correlation
coefficient of -0.045 (r = -0.045), yielding a coefficient o f determination of 0.20% (r2 =
0.20%). The total shared variance for Q65a, satisfaction with authority to decide course
content, and all categories o f “Recent (Joint) ”professional presentations and/or publi
cations (Q29c) was 0.37% (r2 = 0.37%). The total shared variance for Q65c, satisfaction
with authority to make other jo b decisions, and all categories o f “Recent (Joint) ”pro
fessional presentations and/or publications (Q29c), produced a coefficient of determi
nation of 0.32% (r2 = 0.32%) for two-year institutions.

Summary—Research Question 6

The findings for research question 6—Is there a relationship between teachers ’
perceptions o f their leadership opportunities relative to instructional issues in the class
room versus institutional (non-instructional, school-wide) aspects o f their jo b and level o f
activity in professional presentations and/or publications?— were inconsistent between
and among the categories used to group professional presentations and/or publications
(i.e., Career, Recent, Sole, Joint), and the measures o f job satisfaction (Q65a and Q65c)
studied. In summary, a negative correlation was found between Q 2 9 al/b l/cl (Career/
Recent Sole/Recent Joint, creative works—ju ried media) and satisfaction with ability to
decide course content (Q65a). Perhaps this indicates that faculty who have had work
published have less time to devote to curriculum, resulting in a negative self perception
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of their abilities in this area. While insignificant, the correlation coefficients for “Career”
professional presentations and/or publications and Q65a were mostly positive. Overall,
the data was inconsistent and no other discemable patterns could be identified between
the professional presentations and/or publications variables (Q29) and either measure of
job satisfaction (Q65a and Q65c). Table 37 contains a summary o f the findings relative
to research question 6 .

Table 37
Correlation— Summary o f Research Question 6 and Measures o f Job Satisfaction

(n = 4 6 3 2 )
Q 2 9 al C areer creativ e w o rk s, ju rie d m edia
Sig. (2-tailed)
Q 2 9 b l R ecent sole creativ e w orks, ju rie d m edia
Sig. (2-tailed)
Q 29b3 R ecent sole rev iew s o f books, w orks
Sig. (2-tailed)
Q 29b4 R ecent sole b ooks, textbooks, reports
Sig. (2-tailed)
Q 2 9 c l R ecen t jo in t creativ e w orks, ju rie d m edia
Sig. (2-tailed)

Q 6 5 a d e c id e

Q 6 5 c m a k e o th e r

c o u r s e c o n te n t

jo b d e c is io n s

-0.031 *
0.034
-0.036 *
0.013
-0.011
0.466
-0.026
0.077
-0.046 **
0.002

-0.015
0.304
-0.021
0.160
-0.032 *
0.030
-0.030 *
0.041
-0.045 **
0.002

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
NOTE: Non-significant data removed for summary purposes

Finally, further analysis was conducted to calculate the coefficient o f determi
nation (shared variance), which would indicate how much o f the variability in the
dependent variable (Q65c) was associated (shared) with, or explained by, the independent
variables ( “Career” and “Recent/Sole”professional presentations and/or publications).
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The total shared variance for Q65a, satisfaction with authority to decide course content,
and level of activity in professional presentations and/or publications (Q29)— Career,
Recent (Sole) and Recent (Joint)— was 0.74% (r2 = 0.74%) for two-year institutions. The
total shared variance for Q65c, satisfaction with authority to make other jo b decisions,
and level o f activity in professional presentations and/or publications (Q29) was 0.66%
(r 2= 0.66%) for two-year institutions. No relationship o f practical significance was
found between teachers’ perceptions o f their leadership opportunities relative to instruc
tional issues in the classroom versus institutional (non-instructional, school-wide) aspects
of their job and level o f activity in professional presentations and/or publications. The
data is presented in Table 38.

Table 38
Coefficient o f Determination— Summary o f Research Question 6
(n = 4632)

Q65a

Q65c

Q29al Career creative works, juried media

0.10%

0.02%

Q29a2 Career creative works, nonjuried media

0.00%

0.00%

Q29a3 Career reviews of books, creative works

0.00%

0.00%

Q29a4 Career books, textbooks, reports

0.00%

0.02%

Q29a5 Career exhibitions, performances

0.00%

0.00%

Q29a6 Career patents, computer software

0.01%

0.01%

Total r2

0.11%

0.06%

Q29bl Recent sole creative works, juried media

0.13%

0.04%

Q29b2 Recent sole creative works, nonjuried media

0.03%

0.01%

Q29b3 Recent sole reviews o f books, works

0.01%

0.10%

Q29b4 Recent sole books, textbooks, reports

0.07%

0.09%

Q29b5 Recent sole presentations, performances

0.03%

0.00%

Q29b6 Recent sole patents, computer software

0.00%

0.03%

Total r2

0.27%

0.28%
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Table 38—continued
(n = 4632)

Q65a

Q65c

Q 29cl Recent joint creative works, juried media

0.21%

0.20%

Q29c2 Recent joint creative works, nonjuried media

0.08%

0.05%

Q29c3 Recent joint reviews o f books, creative works

0.03%

0.02%

Q29c4 Recent joint books, textbooks, reports

0.01%

0.04%

Q29c5 Recent joint presentations, performances

0.01%

0.00%

Q29c6 Recent joint patents, computer software

0.03%

0.00%

Total r2

0.37%

0.32%

Total r2

0.74%

0.66%

Research Question 7

7. Is there a relationship between teachers ’perceptions o f their leadership opportu
nities relative to instructional issues in the classroom versus institutional (noninstructional, school-wide) aspects o f their jo b and organizational structure (i.e.,
union, campus leadership) or culture?
This research question was addressed using two NSOPSF:99 survey questions.
Survey question Q64 utilized a 4-level scale to describe union membership availability
and eligibility. Survey question Q66e utilized a 4-level scale (1 = Very Dissatisfied, 2 =
Somewhat Dissatisfied, 3 = Somewhat Satisfied, 4 = Very Satisfied) to describe
respondents’ satisfaction with the effectiveness o f faculty leadership at their institutions.
The researcher chose these variables to determine whether these aspects of organizational
culture contributed to faculty satisfaction with authority to decide course content (Q65a)
and authority to make other jo b decisions (Q65c).
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Union Availability/Eligibility (Organizational Culture)

The survey data indicates that a “union/bargaining association is not available” at
the majority (43%) o f the two-year institutions participating in the NSOPSF:99 survey.
Thirty-three percent (33%) of the eligible faculty (49%) at two-year institutions were
members of their bargaining unit, while eight percent ( 8%) were not yet eligible for union
membership. Union Availaility/Eligibility data is presented in Table 39.

Table 39
Frequencies— Union Availability/Eligibility
Frequency
Union/bargaining association is not available

Percentage

1991

43%

Union/bargaining association is available, but not eligible

382

8%

I am eligible, but not a member

751

16%

I am eligible, and a member

1551

33%

Total

4675

100%

The Pearson r statistic was used to determine whether teachers’ perceptions of
their leadership opportunities were related to organizational structure or culture (i.e.,
union, campus leadership). Two variables, union availability/eligibility (Q64) and faculty
leadership (Q 66 e), were utilized to determine whether these aspects o f organizational
culture contributed to faculty satisfaction with their authority to decide course content
(Q65a) and their authority to make other jo b decisions (Q65c). The descriptive statistics
presented in Table 39 indicated that 33% o f the eligible faculty (49%) at two-year insti
tutions were members o f their bargaining unit. The positive correlation (r= 0.031) found
between union membership (Q64) and satisfaction with authority to decide course
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content (Q65a) might be attributed to a favorable attitude toward union membership at
two-year institutions. It might also be attributed to more explicit contractual language
which grants curriculum authority to teachers. A sizable percentage (43%) of faculty at
two-year institutions, however, indicated that a bargaining association was not available
to them. This might explain the negative correlation (r= -0.068) found between union
availability/eligibility (Q64) and satisfaction with authority to make other jo b decisions
(Q65c). Thereto, this negative perception might also be related to restrictive contractual
language that inhibits faculty involvement in school-wide leadership, or to mandatory
participation in a faculty bargaining unit. Table 40 displays the results o f the test relative
to union availability/eligibility (Q64).

Table 40
Correlation— Union Availability/Eligibility and Measures o f Job Satisfaction
Q65a decide
course content
Q64 Union Status

Q65c make other
job decisions

Correlation Coeff

0.031 *

Sig. (2-tailed)

0.033

0.000

N

4632

4632

-0.068 **

**Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed).
*Correlation is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed).

In order to determine how much o f the variability in the dependent variables
(Q65a and Q65c) was associated (shared) with, or explained by, union availability/
eligibility (Q64), further analysis was conducted to calculate the coefficient o f determi
nation (shared variance) associated with the independent variable (Q64). The correlation
coefficient for Q65a, satisfaction with authority to decide course content, and union
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availability/eligibility (Q64), was insignificant for two-year institutions. However, the
correlation coefficient for Q65c, satisfaction with authority to make other jo b decisions,
and union availability/eligibility (Q64), was significant at the .01 level (p = .01) (r =
-0.068), yielding a coefficient o f determination o f 0.46% (r 2 = 0.46%). While a statis
tically significant relationship was found between teachers’ perceptions of their leader
ship opportunities relative to institutional (non-instructional, school-wide) aspects o f their
job and union availability/eligibility, this finding is o f no practical significance. The data
is presented in Table 41.

Table 41
Coefficient o f Determination— Union Availability/Eligibility
Q64 Union Status
Q65a Satisfaction w/authority to decide course content
r2

0 . 10%

Q65c Satisfaction w/authority to make other jo b decisions
r2

0.46%

Faculty Leadership (Organizational Culture)

Survey question Q 66 e utilized a 4-level scale (1 = Very Dissatisfied, 2 = Some
what Dissatisfied, 3 = Somewhat Satisfied, 4 = Very Satisfied) to indicate the respond
ents’ level o f satisfaction with the effectiveness o f faculty leadership at their institution.
Faculty leadership was defined as “academic senates, faculty councils, etc.” The major
ity of respondents indicated they were “somewhat satisfied” (41%) and “very satisfied”
(23%) with the effectiveness o f faculty leadership (Q 66e). However, a great deal o f room
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for improvement relative to this measure o f job satisfaction was indicated by the per
centage of respondents who were “somewhat dissatisfied” or “very dissatisfied,” which
accounted for 37%. Table 42 contains descriptive statistics for this variable.

Table 42
Frequencies— Faculty Leadership
Frequency

Percentage

605

13%

Somewhat Dissatisfied

1100

24%

Somewhat Satisfied

1905

41%

Very Satisfied

1065

23%

Total

4675

100%

Very Dissatisfied

The Pearson r statistic was used to determine whether teachers’ perceptions of
their leadership opportunities were related to organizational structure or culture (i.e.,
union, campus leadership). Two variables, union availability/eligibility and faculty
leadership, were utilized to determine whether these important aspects o f organizational
culture contributed to faculty satisfaction with their authority to decide course content
(Q65a) and their authority to make other jo b decisions (Q65c). Positive correlations were
found between effectiveness offaculty leadership (Q 66e) and the measures o f job satis
faction studied (Q65a and Q65c). The correlations between effectiveness o f faculty lead
ership (Q 66e) and satisfaction with authority to make other jo b decisions (Q65c) were
higher than with authority to decide course content (Q65a). All correlations, however,
were significant at the .01 level (p = .01). These were the highest correlations found
relative to this study. In addition, the positive direction o f the correlations indicated a
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more positive attitude among respondents toward faculty leadership than any other
independent variable studied. Table 43 displays the results o f the test relative to
respondents’ satisfaction with the effectiveness o f their faculty leadership (Q 66e).

Table 43
Correlation— Faculty Leadership and Measures o f Job Satisfaction
Q65a decide
course content
Q 66e Faculty Leadership

Q65c make other
job decisions

Correlation Coeff

0.258 **

0.412 **

Sig. (2-tailed)

0.000

0.000

N

4632

4632

**Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed).

Finally, the coefficient o f determination was calculated by squaring the correla
tion coefficients reported as significant at the .01 level {p = .01) in Table 43 to indicate
the amount o f variance in the dependent variables (Q65a and Q65c) that could be attrib
uted to satisfaction with the effectiveness o f faculty leadership (Q 66e), the independent
variable. The correlation coefficient for Q65a, satisfaction with authority to decide
course content, and satisfaction with effectiveness o f faculty leadership (Q 66e), was
reported as 0.258 (r = 0.258) for two-year institutions. This correlation produced a
coefficient o f determination o f 6.65% (r 2= 6.65%). The correlation coefficient for Q65c,
satisfaction with authority to make other jo b decisions, and satisfaction with effectiveness
o f faculty leadership (Q 66e), was reported as 0.412 (r = 0.412), producing a coefficient of
determination o f 16.95% (r 2= 16.95%). The total shared variance for Q65a, satisfaction
with authority to decide course content, and satisfaction with effectiveness o f faculty
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leadership (Q 66 e) was 6.65% (r2 = 6.65%). A statistically and practically significant
relationship was found between teachers’ perceptions o f their leadership opportunities
relative to instructional issues in the classroom versus institutional (non-instructional,
school-wide) aspects o f their job and satisfaction with effectiveness o f faculty leadership.
The results are presented in Table 44.

Table 44
Coefficient o f Determination—Faculty Leadership
Q 66e Faculty
Leadership
Q65a Satisfaction w/authority to decide course content
r2

6.65%

Q65c Satisfaction w/authority to make other jo b decisions
r2

16.95%

Summary—Research Question 7

Two variables, union availability/eligibility and faculty leadership, were utilized
to determine whether these aspects of organizational culture contributed to faculty satis
faction with their authority to decide course content (Q65a) and their authority to make
other jo b decisions (Q65c). The findings for research question 7—Is there a relationship
between teachers ’perceptions o f their leadership opportunities relative to instructional
issues in the classroom versus institutional (non-instructional, school-wide) aspects o f
their jo b and organizational structure (i.e., union, campus leadership) or culture?— were
consistent relative to satisfaction with effectiveness o f faculty leadership (Q 66e) and the
measures of job satisfaction (Q65a and Q65c) studied.
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The descriptive statistics presented in this section indicated that 33% of the eligi
ble faculty (49%) at two-year institutions were members o f their bargaining unit. The
data also revealed that a “union/bargaining association is not available” at the majority
(43%) of the two-year (64%) institutions participating in the NSOPSF:99 survey. The
positive correlation found between union membership (Q64) and satisfaction with
authority to decide course content (Q65a) might be attributed to a more favorable attitude

toward union membership at two-year institutions. It might also be attributed to more
explicit contractual language which grants curriculum authority to teachers. A sizable
percentage (43%) o f faculty at two-year institutions, however, indicated that a bargaining
association was not available to them. This might explain the negative correlation found
between union availability/eligibility (Q64) and satisfaction with authority to make other
jo b decisions (Q65c). Thereto, this negative perception might also be related to restric

tive contractual language that inhibits faculty involvement in school-wide leadership, or
to mandatory participation in a faculty bargaining unit. The majority o f respondents
indicated they were “somewhat satisfied” (41%) and “very satisfied” (23%) with the
effectiveness o f faculty leadership (Q 66e). Data relative to the level o f participation of

the NSOPSF:99 survey respondents in faculty leadership, however, was not collected.
Positive correlations were found between effectiveness o f faculty leadership (Q 66e) and
the measures o f job satisfaction studied (Q65a and Q65c). The correlations between
effectiveness o f faculty leadership (Q 66e) and satisfaction with authority to make other
jo b decisions (Q65c) were higher than with authority to decide course content (Q65a).

This finding might be interpreted as an indication that respondents perceive institutional
(non-instructional, school-wide) leadership opportunities to be highly satisfying. All
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correlations were significant at the .01 level ip = .01). These were the highest correla
tions found relative to this study. In addition, the positive direction o f the correlations
indicated a more positive attitude among respondents toward faculty leadership than any
other independent variable studied. Table 45 contains a summary o f the findings for
research question 7.

Table 45
Correlation— Summary o f Research Question 7 and Measures o f Job Satisfaction
Q64 Union
Status
Q65a S a tisfa ctio n w ith a u th o rity to
d e c id e co u rse co n te n t

Correlation Coeff
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

Q65c S a tisfa ctio n

Q 66e Faculty
Leadership

0.031 *

0.258 **

0.033
4632

0.000
4632

w ith a u th o rity to

m ake o th er j o b d e c isio n s

Correlation Coeff
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

-0.068 **

0.000
4632

0.412 **

0.000
4632

**Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed).
^Correlation is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed).

Finally, the coefficient o f determination was calculated by squaring the correla
tion coefficients to identify the percent o f variance between each independent variable
and the measures o f satisfaction (Q65a and Q65c) studied for two-year post-secondary
institutions. The results o f the test are displayed in Table 46.
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Table 46
Coefficient of Determination— Summary of Research Question 7
Q64 Union
Status

Q 66e Faculty
Leadership

Total r 2

Q 65a S a tisfa ctio n w ith a u th o rity to d e c id e co u rse
co n ten t
r

2

0.10%

6.65%

6.75%

0.46%

16.95%

17.41%

Q 65c S a tisfa ctio n w ith a u th o rity to m a k e o th er
jo b d ecisio n s
r

2

Among the most significant findings relative to research question 7, and the study
as a whole, was the amount o f shared variance identified between satisfaction with ef
fectiveness offaculty leadership (Q 66e) and satisfaction with authority to make other jo b
decisions (Q65c). Almost 17% o f the variation in responses to Q65c (r2 = 16.95%) could

be explained by the level o f satisfaction with faculty leadership. Also significant were
the findings relative to the amount of shared variance identified between satisfaction with
authority to decide course content (Q65a) and faculty leadership (Q 66 e); almost 7% of

the variation in responses to Q65a (r 2 = 6.65%) could be explained by the level of satis
faction with faculty leadership. The total shared variance for Q65a, satisfaction with
authority to decide course content, and the combined independent variables for this

research question (union availability/eligibility and faculty leadership) was 6.75% (r2 =
6.75%). The total shared variance for Q65c, satisfaction with authority to make other jo b
decisions, and the combined independent variables (union availability/eligibility and

faculty leadership) was 17.41% (r2 = 17.41%).
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Research Question 8

8 . Is there a relationship between teachers ’perceptions o f their leadership opportu
nities relative to instructional issues in the classroom versus institutional (noninstructional, school-wide) aspects o f their jo b and socio-demographic charac
teristics (i.e., gender, ethnicity/race, age, disability, and/or marital status)?
This research question was addressed using five NSOPSF:99 survey questions.
Survey question Q81 utilized a nominal scale to identify gender. Survey question Q82
utilized an interval scale to identify respondents’ year o f birth. Survey questions Q84,
Q85, and Q7 utilized nominal scales to indicate race, disabilities, and marital status
respectively. The researcher chose these variables to determine whether these important
socio-demographic characteristics were associated with faculty satisfaction with their
authority to decide course content (Q65a) and their authority to make other jo b decisions
(Q65c).

Gender

Table 47 indicates that more females responded to the NSOPSF:99 survey at twoyear institutions (53%) than males.

Table 47
Frequencies— Socio-Demographic Characteristics (Gender)
Observed

Expected

Percentage

Male

2216

2337.5

47%

Female

2459

2337.5

53%

Total

4675

100%
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The researcher utilized a one-variable chi-square statistic to test whether the ob
served values o f the responses to survey question Q81 (,gender) was consistent with
expected values. Given that the survey question utilized a 2-level scale (1 = male, 2 =
female), the expected frequency for each level would be 50% o f the total number of
responses. The critical value obtained from Appendix F, Distribution o f chi-square
(Ravid, 2000), with 1 degree o f freedom at the .01 level o f significance (p - .01), was
6.635

(.9 9

X;2 = 6.635). Since the chi-square values in the table exceeded the critical

value, the null hypothesis, which anticipated that approximately 50% o f the respondents
would be male and 50% would be female, was rejected. Table 48 displays the observed
and expected frequencies for question Q81 o f the NSOPSF:99 survey by institution type.
The degrees o f freedom were calculated by subtracting one from the number of cate
gories, or levels, o f available responses (2 - 1 = 1df).

Table 48
Chi-square— Socio-Demographic Characteristics (Gender)
Q81 Gender
Two-year Institutions

Chi-square
df
Asymp. Sig.

12.631

1
0.000

The survey responses were arranged in a 2 x 4 chi-square table, depicting the 4
levels of satisfaction with authority to decide course content (1 = Very Dissatisfied, 2 =
Somewhat Dissatisfied, 3 = Somewhat Satisfied, 4 = Very Satisfied) and the 2 levels for
Q81 (1 = Male, 2 = Female). The number o f degrees o f freedom were calculated by mul
tiplying the number of rows, minus 1, by the number o f columns, minus 1 (e.g., (4 - 1) *
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(2 - 1) = 3df). The critical value obtained from Appendix F, Distribution o f chi-square
(Ravid, 2000), with 3 degrees o f freedom at the .01 level o f significance {p = .01), was
11.341

(.9 9

y j = 11.341). Since the chi-square value o f 12.631 (x 2 = 12.631) for two-year

institutions exceeded the critical value, the null hypothesis was rejected— i.e., no rela
tionship would be found between the respondents’ satisfaction with their authority to
decide course content (Q65a), their authority to make other jo b decisions (Q65c) and
gender (Q 81). The results o f the test are displayed in Table 49.

Table 49
Chi-square— Gender and Measures o f Satisfaction

Chi-square
df

Q65a

Q81 Gender

Q65c

Q81 Gender

6495.266

12.631

1415.145

12.631

3

1

3

1

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected frequencies less than 5. The minimum expected cell
frequency is 1158.0.
b 0 cells (.0%) have expected frequencies less than 5. The minimum expected cell
frequency is 2337.5.

Race

The majority o f the survey respondents were White, representing 86% of the
respondents from two-year institutions. The second largest group at two-year institutions
were African American (9.3%). The data is presented in Table 50.
The researcher did not run a one-variable chi-square test to determine whether the
observed values o f the responses to survey question Q84 {race) were consistent with
expected values. The one-variable chi-square test is based on an assumption that “the
expected frequencies are o f equal probability” or based on “a priori” criteria or data that
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is available ahead o f time (Ravid, 2000, p. 231). Since the researcher did not have access
to data that described the distribution o f faculty at two-year post-secondary institutions by
race, and did not anticipate that an equal distribution was probable, the single-variable
chi-square test was not run for this variable.

Table 50
Frequencies— Socio-Demographic Characteristics (Race)
Frequency

Percentage

58

1.2%

Asian

145

3.1%

Black or African American

439

9.3%

18

0.4%

White

4069

86.0%

Total

4729

100%

American Indian

Native Hawaiian or Pac. Islander

The survey responses were arranged in a 4 x 5 chi-square table, depicting the 4
levels for the measures o f satisfaction being studied (1 = Very Dissatisfied, 2 = Some
what Dissatisfied, 3 = Somewhat Satisfied, 4 = Very Satisfied) and the levels for Q 8 4
(1 = American Indian/Alaskan Native, 2 = Asian, 3 = Black/African American, 4 =
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, 5 = White). The number o f degrees o f freedom were
calculated by multiplying the number o f rows, minus 1, by the number o f columns, minus
1 (e.g., (5 - 1) * (4 - 1) = 12df). The critical value obtained from Appendix F, Distribu
tion o f chi-square (Ravid, 2000), with 12 degrees of freedom at the .01 level of signif.
2
icance (p = .01), was 26.217 (.99X12 = 26.217). Since the chi-square values in the table
exceeded the critical value, the null hypothesis was rejected— no relationship would be
found between the respondents’ satisfaction with their authority to decide course content
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(Q65a), their authority to make other jo b decisions (Q65c) and race (Q84). The results
of the test are displayed in Table 51.

Table 51
Chi-square— Race and Measures o f Satisfaction

Chi-square

Q65a
decide
course
content

Q65c make
other job
decisions

Q84a
American
Indian

6495.266

1415.145

3

0.000

df

Asymp. Sig.

Q84b
Asian

Q84c
Black or
African
American

Q84d Native
Hawaiian or
Pac. Islander

Q84e
White

4445.878

4112.989

3083.895

4603.277

2565.213

3

1

1

1

1

1

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.000

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected frequencies less than 5. The minimum expected cell
frequency is 1158.0.
b 0 cells (.0%) have expected frequencies less than 5. The minimum expected cell
frequency is 2337.5.

Disabled

Four percent o f the survey respondents from two-year institutions reported a dis
ability. The data is presented in Table 52.

Table 52
Frequencies— Socio-Demographic Characteristics (Disabled)
Disability

Observed

Expected

Percentage

192

2337.5

4%

No

4483

2337.5

96%

Total

4675

Yes

100%

The researcher did not run a one-variable chi-square test to determine whether the
observed values o f the responses to survey question Q85 (disability) were consistent with
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expected values. The one-variable chi-square test is based on an assumption that “the
expected frequencies are o f equal probability” or based on “a priori” criteria or data that
is available ahead o f time (Ravid, 2000, p. 231). Since the researcher did not have access
to data that described the distribution of disabled faculty at two-year post-secondary
institutions, and did not anticipate that an equal distribution was probable, the single
variable chi-square test was not ran for this variable.
The survey responses were arranged in a 4 x 2 chi-square table, depicting the 4
levels for the measures o f satisfaction being studied (1 = Very Dissatisfied, 2 = Some
what Dissatisfied, 3 = Somewhat Satisfied, 4 = Very Satisfied) and the two levels for
D isability (1 = Yes, 2 = No). The number o f degrees o f freedom were calculated by mul

tiplying the number o f rows, minus 1, by the number of columns, minus 1 (e.g., (4 - 1) *
(2 - 1) = 3df). The critical value obtained from Appendix F, Distribution of chi-square
(Ravid, 2000), with 3 degrees of freedom at the .01 level o f significance (p = .01), was
11.341 (.99Xi2 - 11.341). Since the chi-square value (x 2 = 3938.541) exceeded the crit
ical value, the null hypothesis was rejected— no relationship would be found between the
respondents’ satisfaction with their authority to decide course content (Q65a), their
authority to make other jo b decisions (Q65c), and disabilities (Q85). The results of the

test are displayed in Table 53.
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Table 53
Chi-square— Socio-Demographic Characteristics (Disabled)
Q65a Satis with
authority to decide
course content
Chi-square

Q85
Disability

Q65c Satis with
authority to make
other job decisions

Q85
Disability

6495.266

3938.541

1415.145

3938.541

3

1

3

1

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.000

df
Asymp. Sig.

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected frequencies less than 5. The minimum expected cell
frequency is 1158.0.
b 0 cells (.0%) have expected frequencies less than 5. The minimum expected cell
frequency is 2337.5.

Marital Status

The majority of the survey respondents were married, representing 72% of the
respondents from two-year institutions. The second largest group was “separated,
divorced, or widowed” (15%). The data is presented in Table 54.

Table 54
Frequencies— Socio-Demographic Characteristics (Marital Status)
Expected

Pctg

520

1168.75

11%

3346

1168.75

72%

Living with someone in a marriage
like relationship

111

1168.75

2%

Separated, divorced, or widowed

698

1168.75

15%

Marital Status
Single, never married
Married

Total

Observed

4675
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The researcher did not run a one-variable chi-square test to determine whether the
observed values o f the responses to survey question Q87 {marital status) were consistent
with expected values. The one-variable chi-square test is based on an assumption that
“the expected frequencies are o f equal probability” or based on “a priori” criteria or data
that is available ahead o f time (Ravid, 2000, p. 231). Since the researcher did not have
access to data that described the distribution o f faculty at two-year post-secondary insti
tutions by marital status, and did not anticipate that an equal distribution was probable,
the single-variable chi-square test was not run for this variable.
The survey responses were arranged in a 4 x 4 chi-square table, depicting the 4
levels for the measures of satisfaction being studied (1 = Very Dissatisfied, 2 = Some
what Dissatisfied, 3 = Somewhat Satisfied, 4 = Very Satisfied) and the 4 levels for M ari
tal Status (1 = Single/Never Married, 2 = Married, 3 = Living with someone in a mar

riage-like relationship, 4 = Separated/Divorced/Widowed). The number o f degrees of
freedom were calculated by multiplying the number o f rows, minus 1, by the number of
columns, minus 1 (e.g., (4 - 1) * (4 - 1) = 9df). The critical value obtained from Appen
dix F, Distribution o f chi-square (Ravid, 2000), with 9 degrees o f freedom at the .01 level
o f significance (p = .01), was 21.666

( .9 9

x <?2 = 21.666). Since the chi-square value (x 2 =

5562.982) exceeded the critical value, the null hypothesis was rejected— no relationship
would be found between the respondents’ satisfaction with their authority to decide
course content (Q65a), their authority to make other jo b decisions (Q65c), and marital
status (Q87). The results of the test are displayed in Table 55.
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Table 55
Chi-square— Socio-Demographic Characteristics (Marital Status)
Q65a decide
course content

Q87 Marital
status

6495.266

5562.982

1415.145

5562.982

3

3

3

3

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.000

Chi-square
df
Asymp. Sig.

Q87 Marital
status

Q65c make other
job decisions

a 0 cells (.0%) have expected frequencies less than 5. The minimum expected cell
frequency is 1158.0.
b 0 cells (.0%) have expected frequencies less than 5. The minimum expected cell
frequency is 1168.8.

Age (Year o f Birth)

The majority o f the survey respondents were between 39 and 58 years of age,
representing 67% o f the respondents from two-year institutions. Eleven percent (11%) of
respondents from two-year institutions were between 59 and 68 years o f age, giving an
indication o f the number o f faculty who would be nearing retirement. The data is pre
sented in Table 56.

Table 56
Frequencies— Socio-Demographic Characteristics (Year o f Birth/Age)
Year o f Birth

Age

Freq

Pctg

Prior to 1930

69-82 yrs

89

2%

1930-1940

59-68 yrs

529

11%

1940-1949

49-58 yrs

1677

36%

1950-1959

39^18 yrs

1468

31%

1960-1969

29-38 yrs

785

17%

1970-1976

22-28 yrs

127

3%

4675

100%

Total
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The Pearson r statistic was used to determine whether teachers’ perceptions of
their leadership opportunities were related to their age (Q82). No significant correlations
were found between the measures of job satisfaction studied (Q65a and Q65c) and Q82
(Age) for two-year institutions. The data suggests that age is not a significant factor for
faculty relative to the measures o f job satisfaction studied. Table 57 displays the results
of the test.

Table 57
Correlation— Socio-Demographic Characteristics (Age)
and Measures o f Job Satisfaction
Q65a decide
course content

Q65c make other
job decisions

-0.008

0.010

Sig. (2-tailed)

0.597

0.486

N

4632

4632

Correlation Coefficient

Finally, the coefficient o f determination was calculated by squaring the correla
tion coefficients in Table 57. The coefficient o f determination (r2) for the independent
variable (Age) was calculated to identify the percent o f variance between age and the
measures o f satisfaction (Q65a and Q65c) studied. No significant correlations were
found between the measures o f job satisfaction studied (Q65a and Q65c) and Q82 (Age)
for two-year institutions. The data is presented in Table 58.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

169
Table 58
Coefficient o f Determination--A ge
Q65a decide
course content
Age (Year of Birth)

0 .01%

Q65c make other
job decisions

0 .01 %

Summary—Research Question 8

The findings for research question 8— Is there a relationship between teachers ’
perceptions o f their leadership opportunities relative to instructional issues in the class
room versus institutional (non-instructional, school-wide) aspects o f their jo b and socio
demographic characteristics (i.e., gender, ethnicity/race, age, disability, and/or marital
status)? —were consistent across the selected socio-demographic characteristics (with the

exception o f gender) for the measures o f job satisfaction studied. The majority of
respondents from two-year institutions were female (53%), white ( 86%), married (72%),
between 39 and 58 years o f age (67%), and did not report a disability (96%).
The chi-square procedure for two variables (test o f independence) was used to
determine whether the selected socio-demographic variables {gender, ethnicity/race, dis
ability, and/or marital status) were related to, or independent from, the measures of

satisfaction (Q65a and Q65c) studied. For each independent variable tested, the chisquare value exceeded the critical value and the null hypothesis was rejected—no rela
tionship would be found between the respondents’ satisfaction with their authority to
decide course content (Q65a), their authority to make other jo b decisions (Q65c), and the

independent variable. Therefore, the researcher concluded that gender, race, disability,
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and marital status are associated with respondents’ satisfaction with their authority to
decide course content (Q65a) and their authority to make other jo b decisions (Q65c).

However, since these variables were measured using nominal scales, it was not possible
to run more sophisticated tests to determine the degree o f correlation between the inde
pendent and dependent variables. Since age (Q82) was measured on an interval scale,
correlation coefficients were calculated; however, since no significant correlations were
found between the measures of job satisfaction studied (Q65a and Q65c) and age (Q82)
for two-year institutions, the coefficient o f determination was not calculated.
Table 59 contains a summary o f the findings relative to research question 8.

Table 59
Frequencies— Summary o f Research Question 8
Variable

Freq

Pctg

Male

2216

47.4%

Female

2459

52.6%

58

1 .2 %

Asian

145

3.1%

Black or African American

439

9.3%

18

0.4%

4069

86 .0 %

192

4.1%

4483

95.9%

Gender:

Race:
American Indian

Native Hawaiian or Pac. Islander
White
Disabled:
Yes
No
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Table 59—continued
Freq

Variable

Pctg

M arital Status:
Single, never married

520
3346

11. 1%
71.6%

Living with someone

111

2.4%

Separated, divorced, or widowed

698

14.9%

89

1.9%

Bom 1930-1940 (59-68 yrs)

529

11.3%

Bom 1940-1949 (49-58 yrs)

1677

35.9%

Bom 1950-1959 (39^48 yrs)

1468

31.4%

Bom 1960-1969 (29-38 yrs)

785

16.8%

Bom 1970-1976 (22-28 yrs)

127

2.7%

Married

Age (year o f birth):
Bom Prior to 1930 (69-82 yrs)

Research Question 9

9. Is there a relationship between teachers ’perceptions o f their leadership opportu
nities relative to instructional issues in the classroom versus institutional (noninstructional, school-wide) aspects o f their jo b and select measures o fjo b satis
faction?

This research question was addressed using NSOPSF:99 survey question Q 66 ,
which measured the job satisfaction of respondents relative to w orkload (Q 66a ),jo b
security (Q 66b), advancement opportunity (Q 66c), time to keep current in fie ld (Q 66d),
effectiveness o f faculty leadership (Q 66e), freedom to do consulting (Q 66f), salary

(Q 66g), benefits (Q 66h), sp o u se’s employment opportunity (Q 66i), and overall jo b satis
faction (Q 66j). While the focus of the study was teachers’ perception o f their leadership

opportunities— specifically, teachers’ satisfaction with their authority to decide course
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content (Q65a) and their authority to make other jo b decisions (Q65c)— the researcher

chose to include all of the measures of job satisfaction included in the NSOPSF:99 survey
to determine if and how they were associated with teachers’ perception o f their leadership
opportunities and with respondents’ overall job satisfaction.
The Spearman r statistic was used to determine the correlation between the
NSOPSF:99 measures of job satisfaction and teachers’ perception o f their instructional
and institutional (non-instructional, school-wide) leadership opportunities. Satisfaction
with authority to decide course content (Q65a) and satisfaction with authority to make
other jo b decisions (Q65c) were positively correlated with all measures of job satis

faction. All correlations were significant at the .01 level (p = .01). The top five indi
cators o f satisfaction with authority to decide course content (Q65a) were authority to
make other jo b decisions (rnu,k — .383), overall jo b satisfaction (rrank = .338), effectiveness
o f faculty leadership (rrank — .258), jo b security (rmnk = .252), and advancement opportu
nity

(fra n k

= .248). The top five indicators o f satisfaction with authority to make other jo b

decisions (Q65c) were overall jo b satisfaction (rra„k = .484), effectiveness offaculty lead
ership (rrank = .412), workload (rrank = .396), authority to decide course content (rrcmk =

.383), and time to keep current in fie ld (rran,t = .370). The results o f this test were consis
tent with earlier findings— satisfaction with the effectiveness o f faculty leadership (Q 66e)
was positively correlated with satisfaction with the authority to decide course content
(Q65a) and the authority to make other jo b decisions (Q65c), and the dependent variables
were positively correlated with one another. As would be expected, this test indicated
that overall jo b satisfaction (Q 66j) was positively correlated with the authority to decide
course content (Q65a) and the authority to make other jo b decisions (Q65c). In addition,
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jo b security (Q 66b) and advancement opportunity (Q 66c) were found to be positively

correlated with satisfaction with the authority to decide course content (Q65a). This test
also revealed a positive correlation between satisfaction with the authority to make other
jo b decisions (Q65c) and workload (Q 66a), as well as with time to keep current in fie ld

(Q 66d). The results of the test are displayed in Table 60.

Table 60
Correlation— Measures of Job Satisfaction
Q 6 5 a d ecid e
co u rse c o n te n t

R ank

Q 65a decide co u rse content

Q 6 5 c m a k e o th e r
jo b d ec isio n s

R ank

0.383 **

4

Q 65c m ake o th er jo b decisions

0.383 **

1

Q 66a w orkload

0.244 **

6

0.396 **

3

Q 66b jo b security

0.252 **

4

0.293 **

8

Q 66c adv an cem en t o pportunity

0.248 **

5

0.337 **

6

Q 66d tim e to k eep current in field

0.198 **

8

0.370 **

5

Q 66e effectiveness o f faculty
leadership

0.258 **

3

0.412 **

2

Q 6 6 f freedom to do consulting

0.223 **

7

0.309 **

7

Q 66g salary

0.188 **

9

0.288 **

9

Q 66h benefits

0 .1 8 8 * *

10

0.218 **

10

Q 66i spouse em plo y m en t
opportunity

0.109 **

11

0.138 **

11

Q66j jo b overall

0.338 **

2

0.484 **

1

**Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed).
n = 4675 (n = 4632 65a and 65c)

Finally, the coefficient o f determination was calculated by squaring the correla
tion coefficients reported in Table 60 to indicate the amount o f variance in the dependent
variables (Q65a and Q65c) that could be attributed to the measures o f job satisfaction
studied (Q 66), the independent variables. In sum, more than 11% (11.42%) o f the vari
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ation in responses to Q65a could be explained by overall jo b satisfaction (Q 66j), and
23.42% of the variation in responses to Q65c, satisfaction with authority to make other
jo b decisions, could be explained by overall jo b satisfaction (Q 66j). In addition to the

shared variation reported earlier between the dependent variables themselves and be
tween the dependent variables and satisfaction with effectiveness o f faculty leadership
(Q 66e), this test further attributed 6.35% o f the shared variance in responses to Q65a
(<authority to decide course content) to jo b security (Q 66b), 6.15% to satisfaction with
advancement opportunity (Q 66c), and 5.95% to satisfaction with w orkload (Q 66a). Simi

larly, 15.68% o f the shared variance in responses to Q65c (authority to make other jo b
decisions) was attributed to satisfaction with w o rk lo a d (Q 66a), 13.72% to time to keep
current in fie ld (Q 66d), and 11.36% to satisfaction with advancement opportunity

(Q 66c). The results o f the test are displayed in Table 61.

Table 61
Coefficient o f Determination— Summary o f Research Question 9
Coefficient o f Determination (r2)

Q65a

Rank

Q 65a decide cou rse content

Q65c

Rank

14.67%

4

14.67%

1

Q 66a w orkload

5.95%

6

15.68%

3

Q 66b jo b security

6.35%

4

8.61%

8

Q 66c advancem ent o p portunity

6.15%

5

11.36%

6

Q 66d tim e to keep current in field

3.92%

8

13.72%

5

Q 66e effectiveness o f faculty leadership

6.66%

3

16.95%

2

Q 6 6 f freedom to do consulting

4.97%

7

9.58%

7

Q 66g salary

3.53%

9

8.29%

9

Q 66h benefits

3.53%

10

4.74%

10

Q 66i spouse em p lo y m en t oppor

1.19%

11

1.91%

11

11.42%

2

23.42%

1

Q 65c m ake o th er jo b decisions

Q66j jo b overall
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Summary—Chapter 4

The study utilized descriptive and inferential statistical tools to analyze the
NSOPSF:99 survey dataset, including chi-square, Pearson r, and Spearman r. Significant
correlations between the independent and dependent variables were highlighted, and the
coefficient o f determination calculated to identify the variation in responses to survey
questions Q65a and Q65c (the dependent variables) that could be explained by each o f
the independent variables studied. Results o f the statistical tests were organized by
research question and described in detail in Chapter 4. The tables below present summative statistical results for two-year institutions, the focus o f this study.
The total shared variance in responses to question 65a, satisfaction with authority
to decide course content, attributable to the independent variables studied was 44.64% (r 2

= 44.64%). The total shared variance identified in responses to question 65c, satisfaction
with authority to make other jo b decisions, was 96.53% ( r2 = 96.53%). The coefficient of

determination (or shared variance) was also calculated to determine how much the depen
dent variables (Q65a and Q65c) were associated with one another. The test indicated that
2

.

.

.

14.7% (r = 14.7%) o f the variation in responses to Q65a for two-year institutions was
found to be attributable to Q65c, and vice versa. In sum, the level o f satisfaction and the
direction (positive or negative) o f correlation o f one o f the dependent variables studied
could be predicted by the other. Table 62 summarizes the coefficient o f determination
calculations for the dependent variables (Q65a and Q65c), by research question.
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Table 62
Summary—Coefficient of Determination (r2) and Measures of Satisfaction

R esearch
Q uestion

N S O P S F :9 9
S urvey
Q uestion

RQ2

Q31

Time spent teaching

0.12%

0.32%

RQ3

Q25

Total yrs exper in higher ed

0.07%

0.25%

RQ3

Q9-Q7

Yrs exper in current position

0.26%

0.04%

RQ3

Q10

Tenure status

0.16%

0.16%

RQ3

Q5

Employment status (FT/PT)

0.17%

1.45%

RQ3

Q8

Rank/title/position

0.20%

0.06%

RQ4

Q16

Highest degree type

0.01%

0.40%

RQ4

Q16

2nd highest degree type

0.01%

0.18%

RQ4

Q16

Yr highest degree reed

0.06%

0.00%

RQ4

Q16

Yr 2nd highest degree reed

0.20%

0.09%

RQ4

Q16

Number of degrees

0.27%

1.62%

RQ5

Q14

Principal field of teaching

0.01%

0.01%

RQ6

Q29

Presentations & publications

0.74%

0.66%

RQ7

Q64

Union avail/eligibility

0.10%

0.46%

RQ7

Q66e

Faculty leadership

6.65%

16.95%

RQ8

Q82

Age *

0.01%

0.01%

RQ9

Q66a

Workload

5.95%

15.68%

RQ9

Q66b

Job security

6.35%

8.61%

RQ9

Q66c

Advancement opportunity

6.15%

11.36%

RQ9

Q66d

Time to keep current in field

3.92%

13.72%

RQ9

Q66e

Faculty leadership (see RQ7)

—

—

RQ9

Q66f

Freedom to do consulting

4.97%

9.58%

Independent V ariable

Q 65a decide
course content

Q 65c m ake other
jo b decisions

RQ9

Q66g

Salary

3.53%

8.29%

RQ9

Q66h

Benefits

3.53%

4.74%

RQ9

Q66i

Spouse employment oppor

1.19%

1.91%

44.64%

96.53%

Total shared variance attrib to independent variables:

* Does not reflect nominal data (Gender, Race, Disability, Marital Status)— level of
correlation/shared variance could not be determined; however, the null hypotheses
(variables were not associated with measures o f satisfaction studied) were rejected.

The coefficient of determination was calculated for NSOPSF:99 survey question
Q65a, satisfaction with authority to decide course content, and the independent variables.
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The total shared variance in responses to question 65 a that could be attributed to the inde
pendent variables studied was 44.64% (r2 = 44.64%). The results o f this test are consis
tent with earlier findings— satisfaction with the effectiveness o f faculty leadership (Q 66e)
is positively correlated with satisfaction with the authority to decide course content
(Q65a) and the authority to make other jo b decisions (Q65c), and the dependent variables
are positively correlated with one another. Almost 7% o f the variation in responses to
Q65a for two-year institutions (r 2 = 6.65%) could be explained by level o f satisfaction
with faculty leadership (Q 66 e). (Data relative to the level o f participation o f the

NSOPSF:99 survey respondents in faculty leadership, however, was not collected.)
Other measures o f job satisfaction, excluding total job satisfaction, that were positively
correlated with the dependent variable (Q65a) include jo b security (Q 66b), advancement
opportunity (Q 66 c), and workload (Q 66a). In addition to these measures of satisfaction,

the independent variable identified to contribute to level o f satisfaction with authority to
decide course content (albeit much less significantly) was Presentations & publications
(r2 = 0.74% ). In sum, these variables comprised the “Top Ten” indicators o f satisfaction
with authority to decide course content, excluding satisfaction with authority to make
other jo b decisions and overall jo b satisfaction, with satisfaction with effectiveness o f
faculty leadership being the most significant indicator.

The data is presented in Table 63, and is presented in rank order, with the variable
contributing the highest percentage of shared variance listed first.
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Table 63
Summary— Coefficient o f Determination (r2) and Satisfaction with Authority
to Decide Course Content
R esearch
Q uestion

N S O P S F :9 9
S urv ey Q uestion

Q 6 5 a decide
course content

R ank

RQ7

Q66e

Faculty leadership

6.65%

1

RQ9

Q66b

Job security

6.35%

2

RQ9

Q66c

Advancement opportunity

6.15%

3

RQ9

Q66a

Workload

5.95%

4

RQ9

Q66f

Freedom to do consulting

4.97%

5

RQ9

Q66d

Time to keep current in field

3.92%

6

RQ9

Q66g

Salary

3.53%

7

RQ9

Q66h

Benefits

3.53%

8

RQ9

Q66i

Spouse employment opportunity

1.19%

9

RQ6

Q29

Presentations & publications

0.74%

10

RQ4

Q16

Number o f degrees

0.27%

13

RQ3

Q9-Q7

Yrs exper in current position

0.26%

14

Independent V ariable

RQ3

Q8

Rank/title/position

0.20%

15

RQ4

Q16

Yr 2nd highest degree reed

0.20%

15

RQ3

Q5

Employment status (FT/PT)

0.17%

17

RQ3

Q10

Tenure status

0.16%

18

RQ2

Q31

Time spent teaching

0.12%

19

RQ7

Q64

Union avail/eligibility

0.10%

20

RQ3

Q25

Total yrs exper in higher ed

0.07%

21

RQ4

Q16

Yr highest degree reed

0.06%

22

RQ4

Q16

Highest degree type

0.01%

23

RQ4

Q16

2nd highest degree type

0.01%

23

RQ5

Q14

Principal field o f teaching

0.01%

23

RQ8

Q82

Age *

0.01%

23

Total shared variance attributed to independent variables:

44.64%

* Does not reflect nominal data (Gender, Race, Disability, Marital Status)— level of
correlation/shared variance could not be determined; however, the null hypotheses
(variables were not associated with measures o f satisfaction studied) were rejected.

The coefficient o f determination was calculated for NSOPSF:99 survey question
Q65c, satisfaction with authority to make other jo b decisions, and the independent vari
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ables. The total shared variance in responses to question 65c that could be attributed to
the independent variables studied was 96.53% (r 2 = 96.53%). The most significant
finding o f the study was the amount of shared variance identified between satisfaction
with effectiveness o f faculty leadership (e.g., academic senate, faculty councils, etc.) and
satisfaction with authority to make other jo b decisions (Q65c). Almost 17% of the

variation in responses to Q65c for two-year institutions (r 2 = 16.95%) could be explained
by the level o f satisfaction with faculty leadership. Other measures o f job satisfaction,
excluding overall job satisfaction, that were positively correlated with the dependent
variable (Q65c) include w orkload and advancement opportunity. In addition to these
measures of satisfaction, the independent variable identified to contribute to level of
satisfaction with authority to make other jo b decisions (albeit much less significantly)

was Number o f degrees (r2 = 1.62%). In sum, these variables comprised the “Top Ten”
indicators o f satisfaction with authority to make other jo b decisions, excluding overall
jo b satisfaction and satisfaction with the authority to decide course content, with
satisfaction with effectiveness o f faculty leadership being the most significant indicator.

The data is presented in Table 64, and is presented in rank order, with the variable
contributing the highest percentage of shared variance listed first.
The number one indicator o f faculty satisfaction with instructional (Q65a) and
institutional (Q65c) leadership that was identified by this study was satisfaction with
effectiveness o f faculty leadership (excluding overall job satisfaction and the association

between the dependent variables themselves). Other measures o f job satisfaction that
were positively correlated with both dependent variables (Q65a and Q65c) include
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Table 64
Summary— Coefficient o f Determination (r2) and Satisfaction with Authority
to Make Other Job Decisions
R esearch
Q uestion

N S O P S F :9 9
S urvey Q uestion

Q 65c m ake other
jo b decisions

R ank

RQ7

Q66e

Faculty leadership

16.95%

1

RQ9

Q66a

Workload

15.68%

2

RQ9

Q66d

Time to keep current in field

13.72%

3

RQ9

Q66c

Advancement opportunity

11.36%

4

RQ9

Q66f

Freedom to do consulting

9.58%

5

RQ9

Q66b

Job security

8.61%

6

RQ9

Q66g

Salary

8.29%

7

RQ9

Q66h

Benefits

4.74%

8

RQ9

Q66i

Spouse employment opportunity

1.91%

9

RQ4

Q16

Number o f degrees

1.62%

12

Independent V ariable

RQ3

Q5

Employment status (FT/PT)

1.45%

13

RQ6

Q29

Presentations & publications

0.66%

14

RQ7

Q64

Union avail/eligibility

0.46%

15

RQ4

Q16

Highest degree type

0.40%

16

RQ2

Q31

Time spent teaching

0.32%

17

RQ3

Q25

Total yrs exper in higher ed

0.25%

18

RQ4

Q16

2nd highest degree type

0.18%

19

RQ3

Q10

Tenure status

0.16%

20

RQ4

Q16

Yr 2nd highest degree reed

0.09%

21

RQ3

Q8

Rank/title/position

0.06%

23

RQ3

Q9-Q7

Yrs exper in current position

0.04%

22

RQ5

Q14

Principal field o f teaching

0.01%

24

RQ8

Q82

Age *

0.01%

24

RQ4

Q16

Yr highest degree reed

0.00%

26

Total shared variance attributed to independent variables:

96.53%

*Does not reflect nominal data (Gender, Race, Disability, Marital Status)— level of corre
lation/shared variance could not be determined; however, the null hypotheses (variables
were not associated with measures o f satisfaction studied) were rejected.

workload and advancement opportunity. In sum, the data analysis indicates the following
(in descending order of significance):
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•

The level o f satisfaction with effectiveness o f faculty leadership (e.g., academic
senate, faculty councils, etc.) is a significant indicator o f satisfaction with author
ity to decide course content and, to a greater degree, the authority to make other
jo b decisions.

•

The level o f satisfaction with authority to decide course content is a significant
indicator of satisfaction to make other jo b decisions, and vice versa.

•

The percentage o f respondents who reported feeling “somewhat satisfied” or
“somewhat dissatisfied” was consistently higher for question 65c than for Q65a;
the percentage o f respondents who felt “very dissatisfied” followed this same
pattern, but to a lesser degree.

•

Respondents felt much more satisfied with their authority to decide course con
tent than their authority to make other jo b decisions.

• The level of satisfaction with w orkload is a significant indicator o f satisfaction
with authority to decide course content and, to a greater degree, the authority to
make other jo b decisions.

•

The level o f satisfaction with time to keep current in fie ld is a significant indicator
of satisfaction with authority to decide course content and, to a greater degree, the
authority to make other jo b decisions.

• The level of satisfaction with advancement opportunities is a significant indicator
of satisfaction with authority to decide course content and, to a greater degree, the
authority to make other jo b decisions.
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•

The level o f satisfaction with jo b security is a significant indicator o f satisfaction
with authority to decide course content and, to a greater degree, the authority to
make other jo b decisions.

•

The number o f degrees held is a significant indicator o f satisfaction with authority
to decide course content and, to a greater degree, the authority to make other jo b
decisions. ■

•

Employment status (full-time or part-time) is a significant indicator of satisfaction
with authority to make other jo b decisions.

•

The level o f activity in presentations and publications is a significant indicator of
satisfaction with authority to make other jo b decisions and, to a greater degree,
the authority to decide course content.

•

Union availability/eligibility is a significant indicator o f satisfaction with author
ity to make other jo b decisions.

•

The number o f years experience in current position is a significant indicator of
satisfaction with authority to decide course content.

•

Rank/title/position is a significant indicator o f satisfaction with authority to decide
course content.
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CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS

The concept o f distributed leadership, and teacher leadership specifically, enjoys a
great deal o f support in the literature. As institutions have expanded leadership to include
more individuals, however, there has been limited examination o f how leadership might
be interpreted differently by groups and individuals on college campuses, in particular,
faculty, other levels o f administration, and staff (Kezar, 2000, p. 1). The purpose o f this
study was to describe and interpret the experiences o f community college teachers in
order to understand their perception o f their leadership role and explore the potential
impact of teacher leadership on institutional governance and student success. Speci
fically, the researcher explored differences in teachers’ perceptions o f their leadership
role relative to instructional issues in the classroom versus institutional (non-instructional, school-wide) issues, as well as teacher characteristics, school characteristics and
socio-demographic characteristics, and measures of job satisfaction, and explored
effective teacher leadership models and practices that could be recommended for
adoption in community colleges.
The foundation o f this study was the responses o f post-secondary faculty to
NSOPSF:99 survey question Q65a, satisfaction with authority to decide course content,
and survey question Q65c, satisfaction with authority to make other jo b decisions. For
the purpose o f this study, Q65a was interpreted as satisfaction with instructional job
183
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aspects. The researcher made this assumption based upon the description o f instructional
duties in NSOPSF:99 survey question Q1 (i.e., teaching one or more courses, or advising
or supervising students’ academic activities). Survey question Q65c was interpreted as
satisfaction with institutional (non-instructional, school-wide) job aspects. The re
searcher made this assumption based upon the categorization o f job duties in NSOPSF:99
survey question Q31, which included teaching undergraduate students, teaching graduate
students, research, professional growth, administration, service activity, and consulting.
The latter five job duties were categorized as non-instructional, school-wide duties, with
the two former duties categorized as instructional activities.

Key Findings

The findings of this study indicated that the majority ofNSOPSF:99 respondents
from two-year post-secondary institutions were satisfied with their authority to decide
course content ; however, their level o f satisfaction with authority to make other jo b deci
sions was much lower. This finding may be indicative o f the occupational norms of

behavior and the hierarchical organizational paradigm historically found in educational
institutions whereby teachers “teach” and administrators “manage” school operations.
The results also indicated that the level o f satisfaction and the direction (positive or
negative) of correlation o f one of these measures of satisfaction could be predicted by the
other; a faculty member who felt satisfied with their institutional leadership would also
likely be satisfied with their instructional leadership, and vice versa.
This study analyzed a variety o f teacher characteristics, school characteristics, and
socio-demographic characteristics, as well as measures o f job satisfaction, to determine
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whether they were correlated with community college teachers’ perceptions o f their in
structional and institutional leadership opportunities. The top five independent variables
that correlated highly with satisfaction with authority to decide course content (Q65a),
excluding overall jo b satisfaction, included effectiveness offaculty leadership, job
security, advancement opportunity, work load, and freedom to do consulting', with the
exception o f jo b security, the same variables were found among the top five independent
variables that correlated highly with satisfaction with authority to make other jo b
decisions (Q65c), with the addition of time to keep current in field. The measures o f job
satisfaction that were positively correlated with both dependent variables (Q65a and
Q65c), in order o f significance, were satisfaction with effectiveness o f faculty leadership,
work load, and advancement opportunity.

Effectiveness o f Faculty Leadership

The majority o f respondents from two-year institutions indicated they were
“somewhat satisfied” (41%) or “very satisfied” (23%) with the effectiveness o f faculty
leadership (Q 66 e), defined in the NSOPSF:99 survey instrument as “academic senates,
faculty councils, etc.” The correlation between effectiveness o f faculty leadership (Q 66e)
and satisfaction with authority to make other jo b decisions (Q65c) was the highest found
relative to this study (r = 0.412); the correlation between faculty leadership (Q 66e) and
satisfaction with authority to decide course content (Q65a) was the highest reported for
this dependent variable (r = 0.258). These strong positive correlations indicated a more
positive attitude among respondents toward faculty leadership than any other independent
variable studied. The higher correlation found between faculty leadership and satis

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

186
faction with authority to make other jo b decisions was interpreted by the researcher as an
indication that, in general, respondents perceived faculty leadership to be highly valued
on campus, and that this factor positively impacted their ability to make non-instructional
job decisions.
The coefficient of determination (shared variance) was used to indicate how much
o f the variability in the dependent variables was associated (shared) with, or explained
by,faculty leadership. McMillan (2004) stated that the coefficient o f determination is an
indication o f “the extent to which the variables share common properties or character
istics” and “is a much better indicator o f practical or meaningful significance than the
correlation coefficient” (p. 190). The amount of shared variance identified between
satisfaction with effectiveness o f faculty leadership (Q 66e) and satisfaction with authority
to make other jo b decisions (Q65c) was the most significant finding o f the study: 16.95%
of the variation in responses to Q65c was explained by the level o f satisfaction with
effectiveness o f faculty leadership. Also significant were the findings relative to the
amount of shared variance identified between satisfaction with authority to decide course
content (Q65a) and faculty leadership (Q 66e): 6.65% o f the variation in responses to
Q65a was explained by this variable. This study found that the single most important
contributor to faculty satisfaction relative to their decision-making authority, both in
structional and institutional, was their level o f satisfaction with effectiveness o f faculty
leadership (e.g., academic senate, faculty councils, etc.). Further, the higher correlations
associated with the authority to make institutional (non-instructional, school-wide) deci
sions indicates that respondents tended to perceive their institutional leadership opportu
nities to be highly satisfying—perhaps more so than their instructional leadership work.
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Thereto, the degrees o f correlation found between the two dependent variables indicate
that improvements in faculty satisfaction with their institutional leadership opportunities
would also result in an increase in satisfaction with their instructional leadership opportu
nities (and vice versa). Teachers may find leadership to be intrinsically satisfying and, if
they are empowered to participate in instructional and institutional leadership, they would
likely be more committed to organizational change and, as a result, improvement efforts
and students would benefit. As discussed in Chapter 2, the centrality o f the faculty role
and the student-faculty relationship in the learning process was acknowledged throughout
the literature (Astuto, 1993; Lortie, 1975; Myran et ah, 2003; Vasquez-Levy &
Timmerman, 2000; Witcher, 2001). The National Center for Educational Statistics
referred to faculty as “the pivotal resource around which the process and outcomes of
post-secondary education revolve” (NCES website). Myran et al. (2003) referred to
community college faculty as the “operating core” that provides the “mission-critical
services” that directly impact student learning. However, a great deal o f room for im
provement relative to this measure of job satisfaction was indicated by the percentage of
respondents who were “somewhat dissatisfied” or “very dissatisfied” with the effective
ness o f faculty leadership, which together accounted for 37% o f the survey responses.

Workload

The level o f satisfaction with workload (Q 66a) was found to be a significant
indicator of, and positively correlated with, satisfaction with authority to decide course
content (Q65a) and, to a greater degree, the authority to make other jo b decisions (Q65c).
A recurring theme in the literature review was the need to restructure the work schedule
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o f teachers to provide time for individual reflection about teaching and learning, collab
oration with peers (e.g., common planning time), and “course re lie f’ for teacher leaders
(Astuto, 1993). Many o f the teacher leadership models discussed in Chapter 2— includ
ing the Lead Teacher model, the Teacher Collegial Group model, the High Schools That
Work model, the Accelerated Schools Project model, the Triadic/Critical Leadership
model, and the Maine School Leadership Network model— emphasized the importance of
providing the additional time needed to support the work o f teacher leaders. The Lead
Teacher model required a 50% reduction in the instructional workload o f lead teachers,
significantly less than the 69% spent on instructional activities reported by NSOPSF:99
respondents. Rifkin (2004) reported that “community college faculty spend 15 hours or
more a week teaching, compared with 10 to 14 hours a week for their colleagues at bac
calaureate and master’s institutions ... [and] register more student contact hours than any
other educational sector” (p. 5). When comparing the actual time spent and the time
teachers would prefer to spend on various activities, NSOPSF:99 respondents indicated
that they would like to spend more time on research and professional growth activities
and less time on teaching and administration. These findings were interpreted by the
researcher as an indication that community college teachers would likely be more satis
fied when they are able to ( 1) continue teaching while engaging in institutional leadership
activities, (2) engage in scholarly classroom-based research, and (3) participate in
professional development activities that improve their teaching and leadership knowledge
and skill.
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Advancement Opportunity (Career Differentiation)

The level of satisfaction with advancement opportunities (Q 66c) was found to be
a significant indicator of, and positively correlated with, satisfaction with authority to
decide course content (Q65a) and, to a greater degree, the authority to make other jo b
decisions (Q65c). The 1986 Carnegie Forum on Education and the Economy publication
A Nation Prepared: Teachers fo r the 21st Century, proposed the creation o f the Lead
Teacher position to provide experienced teachers with an opportunity to “guide and
influence the activity of others, ensuring that the skill and energy o f their colleagues is
drawn on as the organization improves its performance” (p. 58). The involvement of
teachers in school-wide decision making has the potential to build institutional capacity
by enabling schools to draw on teachers’ knowledge and expertise, a rich resource for
school leadership that has been largely untapped.
The characteristics of a profession, as described in the 1986 Carnegie Forum on
Education and the Economy publication A Nation Prepared: Teachers fo r the 21st
Century, included the recognition of special expertise, the application o f professional
judgment, the ability to decide what work needs to be done and how it should be done, a
great deal o f autonomy in carrying out work, and opportunity for advancement. The
report called for “restructur[ing] the teaching force, and [the] introduction] [of] a new
category of Lead Teachers with the proven ability to provide active leadership ... to
uphold high standards of learning and teaching” (p. 55). While the focus of this report
was primarily secondary education, its findings were also applicable to higher education
institutions. This was particularly true for community colleges, whose system of
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governance more closely resembles that found in elementary and secondary education
than that of universities. The career differentiation strategy was recommended to “pro
vide a professional environment” that would attract highly qualified individuals to
teaching as well as provide a career path that would allow schools to retain talented
teachers. The “professionalization” o f teaching was a key theme in the 1982 report o f the
National Commission in Higher Education Issues, as well as in A Nation at Risk {1984),
Tomorrow’s Teachers: A Report o f the Holmes Group (1986), and in Smylie’s (1992a)
logic chain o f teacher leadership.

Discussion

According to Lieberman and Miller (2004), the
two policy stances that have been developed in response to the challenge
in A Nation at Risk to prepare students for success in the new economy are
those that support standardization, accountability, and assessment and
policies that support building capacity and enabling good practice, (p. 6)
Reform efforts conceived within the prevailing bureaucratic educational system have led
to what is referred to in the literature as a “culture o f accountability” (Barth, 2001a;
Beachum & Dentith, 2004; Lieberman & Miller, 2004; Lortie, 1975; McCay et al., 2001;
Murphy, 2005; Webb et ah, 2004). Working from within the confines o f a hierarchical
organizational construct, administrators and policy makers have increasingly sought to
micromanage the work o f teachers rather than empower them to participate in planning
for change (Astuto, 1993; Murphy, 2005). The two policy stances, however, need not—
and should not—be mutually exclusive. A more holistic approach to educational leader
ship is needed that combines standardization, accountability, and assessment initiatives
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with those that build organizational capacity by focusing on identification and dissemi
nation o f best practices and effective utilization o f organizational resources, including
teacher leadership. In order to achieve the overarching institutional goal of supporting
student success, community college leaders should begin to tap into the leadership poten
tial of its faculty by promoting a more collegial environment that supports teacher em
powerment and stimulates active participation in, and ownership of, initiatives designed
to achieve this goal. It is the faculty— those who possess the technical knowledge and
skill necessary to inform curriculum and instructional change efforts— who must play an
integral role in determining the focus and the management of their work as well as in the
leadership of their schools. Education institutions appear to have been unable to follow
the lead of business and industry and adopt a more horizontal organizational structure
supported by distributed leadership and shared decision making.
The results o f this study indicate that the measures o f job satisfaction that are
most likely to positively impact faculty satisfaction with both their instructional and insti
tutional leadership opportunities are satisfaction with effectiveness o f faculty leadership,
work load, and advancement opportunity. This study found that the single most im
portant contributor to faculty satisfaction relative to their decision-making authority, both
instructional and institutional, was their level of satisfaction with effectiveness o f faculty
leadership (e.g., academic senate, faculty councils, etc.). The results o f this study vali
date the “logic chain of teacher leadership” that was first described by Smylie (1992a), as
well as the subsequent findings of research conducted by Barth (2001a), Bogler (2001),
Cowdery (2004), McCay et al. (2001), Murphy (2005), Shen (2001), Woods and
Weasmer (2004), and others, as reported in Chapter 2. Teacher empowerment (e.g.,
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instructional and institutional leadership opportunities) supports improvements in student
learning by creating ownership which, according to Murphy (2005), “takes on enhanced
power in light o f the widely held belief that change requires ownership ... ownership is
the fulcrum for school improvement efforts and an essential element in the equation to
sustain and deepen reforms” (p. 52). Educational researchers have found that teachers
who were empowered to make decisions that affected their work environment and en
hanced their ability to effectively work with students reported higher levels of commit
ment and job satisfaction (Barth, 2001a; Cowdery, 2004; Shen, 2001). Higher levels of
job satisfaction among teachers, in turn, have been linked to increased student outcomes
(Bogler, 2001; Lortie, 1975; McCay et al., 2001; Shen, 2001; Woods &Weasmer, 2004).
Researchers who studied the impact o f various teacher leadership models on student out
comes reported improvements on conventional measures such as increased attendance
and retention rates, increased enrollment in higher education, an increase in the number
o f students taking the Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT), and increased state and national
standardized tests scores (Andrews & Crowther, 2002; Davidson & Dell, 2003;
Dickerson, 1992; Newmann & Wehlage, 1995).
Teacher leadership has the ability to transform higher education by: (1) devel
oping teachers’ knowledge, skills, and confidence to assume leadership roles, (2)
attracting and retaining teachers by providing a professional work environment and
opportunities for advancement, (3) creating a flattened organizational structure that is
more flexible and responsive to change, (4) increasing opportunities for content experts
to inform local, state, and national educational policy making, (5) increasing institutional
effectiveness, and, ultimately ( 6) increasing student success.
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Recommendations for Further Research

1. The NSOPSF:99 survey collected data relative to the level o f satisfaction of
respondents with faculty leadership groups on campus (i.e., academic senates,
faculty councils, etc.). The survey did not, however, collect data relative to the
level o f participation o f the respondents in faculty leadership groups. It is
recommended that future NSOPSF surveys collect this information in order to
distinguish between faculty satisfaction with the effectiveness o f faculty leader
ship in general and their participation in faculty leadership in particular. This
would allow researchers to study how individual participation in faculty leader
ship is correlated with perceptions o f the effectiveness o f faculty leadership in
general.
2. The NSOPSF:04 survey data was not available when this study was undertaken.
Once the data is made available, a comparison is recommended to determine how
faculty perceptions o f their leadership opportunities may have changed over the
five-year period between surveys. This would allow researchers access to more
current data, to identify significant changes in perception between surveys, and an
opportunity to validate the results o f this study.
3. This study explored the differences in the perceptions o f leadership opportunities
among community college teachers, a specific occupational group; it did not
attempt to describe other internal stakeholders’ perceptions o f teacher leadership.
Future studies should investigate the perceptions o f teacher leadership among
community college administrators. The National Center for Education Statistics
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(NCES) should consider developing a companion survey to the NSOPSF that
would capture the perspective o f administrators in higher education. This would
allow researchers to study differences in the perception o f teacher leadership that
might exist between community college faculty and administrators. Studying
differences in perception o f teacher leadership between community college
faculty and administrators could have important implications for preparation and
professional development programs for teachers and administrators.
4.

In-depth multi-site case study analysis of community colleges with strong faculty
leadership structures and processes is recommended. A mixed-method research
design should be utilized that combines quantitative and qualitative data analysis.
Qualitative methods are useful in describing differences in perspectives that may
be attributed to individual characteristics and/or organizational context. Where
quantitative data focuses on describing “how” a participant feels in a perception
study, a qualitative approach allows the researcher to explore “why” a respondent
feels as they do. Research of this nature may lead to the identification of best
practices in the implementation o f teacher leadership in community colleges and
inform change efforts related to curriculum and instruction, professional
development, institutional leadership and governance.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

195
Final Thoughts

The Cultural Change Imperative

As discussed in Chapter 2, organizational culture appears to be a critical element
in the successful implementation and sustainability o f teacher leadership. The relation
ship between leadership and student achievement, and the leaders’ role in shaping the
school culture needed to sustain their efforts, was first established by the effective
schools research o f the 1980’s. This research found that the leadership orientation of
school leaders significantly influenced organizational culture; administrators who em
ployed a participatory approach to leadership fostered a culture o f collegiality and collab
oration between and among teachers and staff. Subsequent research has consistently
underscored the importance o f top-level support for teacher leadership as part of a culture
o f change, continuous improvement, and distributed leadership.
Distributed leadership represents a break from previous leadership models’ strong
association o f leadership with power and position. The long-held occupational norms of
the teaching profession must evolve from the command-and-control philosophy that
created and sustained them to support collaborative decision-making and participative
leadership. The norms o f teaching— including autonomy, compliance, cordiality,
equality, individualism, legitimacy, managerial prerogative and privacy—were reinforced
by the cultural and organizational paradigms within which teachers worked and have
posed a significant barrier to teacher leadership. Teachers must renounce their subor
dinate status and continue to embrace, and seek, leadership opportunities; administrators
must support teachers’ work by providing the resources necessary to sustain their
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leadership efforts while establishing a culture that acknowledges and legitimizes dis
tributed leadership. Insofar as the culture o f an institution shapes and is shaped by the
behavior of its members, distributed leadership in schools requires the commitment of
everyone in the organization. Strong support for faculty development must be evident
among campus leadership, and a culture o f collaboration and collegiality must be nur
tured. Most important, however, is the acknowledgement o f the centrality of the faculty’s
role in student learning and the recognition that improvements in student learning cannot
be achieved without a strong commitment to the ongoing support and development of
teachers.

The Structural Change Imperative

The traditional hierarchical organizational paradigm found in schools, whereby
teachers “teach” and administrators “manage” school operations, has hindered distributed
leadership efforts. Viewed within what Murphy (2005) termed a “hierarchical organiza
tional blueprint,” teacher leadership was perceived to threaten the status quo. Adminis
trators were unwilling, or unable, to look beyond the prevailing bureaucratic organiza
tional paradigm to conceive of another way to structure their work, and policy makers
embraced school reform that was consistent with prevailing organizational structures.
Working from within the confines of a hierarchical organizational construct, adminis
trators and policy makers sought to micromanage the work o f teachers rather than
empower them to participate in planning for change. The hierarchical structure of
community colleges, reinforced by the norms of managerial prerogative and compliance,
has proven to be extremely resistant to change. The compartmentalization o f higher
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education into divisions (i.e., liberal arts, career and technical education), departments,
and programs has resulted in significant communication barriers, conflict of interest, and
inefficiencies in human and capital resource allocation.
Distributed leadership requires a new conceptualization o f the organizational
chart and the refocusing o f the administrative role to support teaching rather than control
it. Whereas traditional structures served to delimit work, new collaborative structures
should seek to support and unify the central mission o f community colleges— teaching
and learning. These collaborative structures would include time for teachers to collaboratively reflect upon their teaching practices, identify best practices and engage in
continuous professional development, and participate in curricular teams or learning
communities. Arbitrary boundaries—programs, departments and divisions— would give
way to cross-disciplinary inquiry and collaboration. Further, the ability to relinquish noninstructional tasks to support staff would allow teacher leaders to focus their efforts on
teaching and school improvement efforts. Internal operations that do not directly support
teaching and learning (i.e., accounting, human resources, etc.) should be centralized,
allowing academic administrators and faculty to further focus their efforts.

The Process Change Imperative

Murphy divided Smylie’s (1992a) “logic o f benefits” chain o f teacher leadership
into three areas, including professionalization, organizational structure and processes, and
classroom and school improvement. Classroom and school improvements are predicated
upon the professionalization o f the teaching profession and changes in organizational
structure and processes that foster collegiality. A recurrent theme in the teacher leader
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ship literature was the necessity for teachers to be involved in the planning, implemen
tation, and support o f school reform that had as its goal increasing student achievement;
those who would be ultimately responsible for achieving the desired results should have a
major role in determining the course o f action (Andrew, 1974; Gideon, 2002). An envir
onment in which distributed leadership is practiced is characterized by shared decision
making and operational processes that deliberately seek and foster broad dialogue. As a
result, a wide range of knowledge and perspectives are infused into the organization’s
knowledge base, resulting in decisions that better meet students’ needs while improving
the “creativity, acceptability, and relevance and workability” o f shared decision making
(Murphy, 2005, p. 58).

Reciprocal Leadership: Theory o f Reciprocity

The review o f the literature has resulted in a new conceptualization o f leadership
which applies specifically to teacher leadership and may have broader application as
well. The researcher’s theory o f reciprocity builds upon the parallel leadership model by
articulating a continuous interaction and dialogue between teachers and administrators
while preserving the domains o f expertise, pedagogy and strategic development,
respectively, o f the parallel model. The parallel and reciprocal models share the con
ception of a singularity o f purpose and distinct domains o f expertise; however, the
reciprocal model is unique in that it promotes an ongoing exchange o f ideas, a mutual
“give-and-take” that is not indicated in the parallel model. The inputs o f the parallel
leadership model, pedagogical development and strategic development, are identified in
Figure 1 on page 28. Teachers provide expertise in the area o f pedagogy; it can be
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assumed that teachers both initiate pedagogical development and have decision making
authority in this domain. Concurrent with this work, administrators initiate and have
decision making authority over strategic development. The vertical arrow in the figure
represents a “joint inquiry” between the pedagogical and strategic domains, with teachers
providing input to administrators with respect to strategic development and administra
tors providing input to teachers’ pedagogical development work— however, decision
making does not appear to be shared. The geometric principle o f parallel lines, when
applied to the parallel leadership model, reveals one flaw— parallel lines, while moving
in the same direction and at a constant distance apart, never meet. The definition of
reciprocity, however, denotes a mutual exchange, a continual cycle o f interaction and
interdependence between the two domains. Reciprocal leadership acknowledges the
expertise and authority o f teachers and administrators, but does not limit the initiation of
ideas and decision making authority o f these individuals to one domain. Figure 3 below
illustrates this distinction.
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Figure 3. Reciprocal leadership (Miller, P., 2006).
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U .S . D E P A R T M E N T O F ED U C A TIO N
INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION SCIENCES

OCT

-

5 2005

n a t i o n /!

fo r

E P '.J O A n O N

Richard Zinser, Ed. D.
Assistant Professor
Department of Family and Consumer Sciences
Western Michigan University
College of Education
3018 Kohrman Hall, Room 3084
Kalamazoo, MI 49008
Dear Dr. Zinser:
I am pleased to inform that Western Michigan University has met the requirements for
accessing the individually identifiable survey database entitled: “NSOPF: 1999.”
The following items are enclosed for your use:
•

One signed copy of the License Agreement, Affidavits of Non-Disclosure;
and

•

One CD-ROM for NSOPF: 1999 containing the data you requested and,
the related documentation.

Please keep the single copy of the Education Sciences Reform Act of 2002. as amended,
and the NCES Security Procedures, enclosed with your initial licensing application, with
the executed License Agreement for reference by you and those project staff who will be
accessing the data. Also retain a copy of the approved data Security Plan with the
executed License Agreement. Violations of any of the licensing provisions by any
member of your research project staff could result in cancellation.
These data are on loan to Western Michigan University for a period of 1 year
commencing with the date of the NCES Commissioner's signature on the license. You
have been assigned license control number: 0509987. Please reference this number in all
future correspondence.
If you have any questions, please call Cynthia L. Barton at (202) 502-7307.
Sincerely,

Marilyn M. Seastrom, Ph.D.
Chief Statistician
Enclosures

W A S H IN G T O N - D .C . 2 0 0 C 6
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12/05/95
LICENSE FO R THE USE OF
INDIVIDUALLY IDENTIFIABLE INFORMATION
PROTECTED UNDER
TH E NATIONAL EDUCATION STATISTICS ACT OF 1994,
AS AMENDED, AND THE PRIVACY ACT OF 1974
W HEREAS, the N ational Center for Education Statistics (NCES) in the Office o f Educational
Research and Im provem ent (OERI) o f the U nited States Department o f Education has collected
individually identifiable information, the confidentiality o f which is protected by the Privacy Act of
1974, 5 U.S.C. 552a, and sections 408 and 411 o f the National Education Statistics Act of 1994
20 U.S.C. 9001 et seq., as amended, and
W HEREAS, N CES wishes to make the data available for statistical purposes to requestors
qualified and capable o f research and analysis consistent with the statistical purposes for which the
data were provided, but only if the data are used and protected in accordance w ith the terms and
conditions stated in this license, upon receipt o f such assurance o f qualification and capability, it is
hereby agreed betw een

/

Jv- ('V.s-rar;

0

<£>y/c*v'

(Insert the name o f the agency or organization to be licensed)
hereinafter referred to as the "Licensee", and NCES that:
I.

(
^

INFORM ATION SUBJECT TO THIS AGREEM ENT
A. All data containing individually identifiable information (including Schools in the
N ational A ssessm ent o f Educational Progress) collected by or on the behalf o f NCES
under sections 408 and 411 o f the N ational Education Statistics A ct o f 1994, as
am ended, that are provided to the Licensee and all information derived from those data,
and all data resulting from merges, matches, or other uses o f the data provided by NCES with
other data are subject to this license and are referred to in this license as subject data.
B. Subject data under this license may be in the form o f computer tapes, diskettes, CDROMs, hard copy, etc. The Licensee may only use the subject data in a manner and to a
purpose consistent with:
(1) the statistical purpose for w hich the data were supplied, (Licensee's description
o f the research and analysis w hich is planned is attached and m ade a part o f this
license - A ttachm ent No. 1.)
(2) the limitations imposed under the provisions o f this license and,
(3) sections 408 and 411 o f the N ational Education Statistics A ct o f 1994,
as amended, and 5 U.S.C. 552a, w hich are attached to and made a part of this license
(Attachm ent. N o 2.)

1
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n.

INDIVIDUALS WHO MAY HAVE ACCESS TO SUBJECT DATA

A. There are four categories of individuals that the Licensee may authorize to have access
to subject data. The four categories of individuals are as follows:
1. The Principal Project Officer (PPO) is the most senior officer in charge of the day-today operations involving the use of subject data and is responsible for liaison with
NCES.
2. Professional/Technical Staff (P/TS) conduct the research for which this license was
issued.
3. Support staff includes secretaries, typists, computer technicians, messengers, etc.
Licensee may disclose subject data to support staff who come in contact with the
subject data in course of their duties only to the extent necessary to support the
research under this license.
4. An independent researcher is an individual who has satisfied the requirements
specified in paragraph H.C. of this license.
B. Licensee may disclose subject data to only seven (7) P/TS unless NCES provides written
authorization for a larger number of P/TS.
C. Licensee may disclose subject data to individuals who desire to do independent research,
under the following conditions:
1. The independent researcher submits an application for access to subject data to NCES
directly, or through the Licensee.
2. NCES provides written approval for the Licensee to disclose subject data to the
independent researcher.
3. The Licensee completes the affidavit procedures in paragraph IV.B. of the license.
Iff. LIMITATIONS ON DISCLOSURE
A. Licensee shall not use or disclose subject data for any administrative purposes nor may
they be applied in any manner to change the status, condition, or public perception of any
individual regarding whom subject data is maintained. (Note: Federal Law pre-empts
any State law that might require the reporting or dissemination of these data for any
purpose other than the statistical purposes for which they were collected.)

2
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B. Licensee shall not disclose subject data or other information containing, or derived from,
subject data at fine levels of geography, such as school district, institution, or school, to
anyone other than NCES employees working in the course of their employment or
individuals for whom access is authorized under this license agreement. Licensee may
make disclosures of subject data to individuals other than those specified in this
paragraph only if those individuals have executed an affidavit of nondisclosure and the
Licensee has obtained advance written approval from NCES.
C. Licensee shall not make any publication or other release of subject data listing
information regarding individuals even if the individual identifiers have been removed.
D. Licensee may publish the results, analysis, or other information developed as a result of
any research based on subject data made available under this license only in summary or
statistical form so that the identity of individuals contained in the subject data is not
revealed.
IV. ADMINISTRATIVE REQUIREMENTS
A. The research conducted under this license and the disclosure of subject data needed for
that research must be consistent with the statistical purpose for which the data were
supplied.
B. Execution of affidavits of nondisclosure.
1. Licensee shall provide a copy of this agreement, together with the attached
SECURITY PROCEDURES (Attachment No. 3) to each employee of the licensee
who will have access to subject data and shall require each of those employees to
execute an affidavit of nondisclosure. Licensee shall also provide a copy of the
attached SECURITY PROCEDURES, and the abstracted statement of the statistical
purpose for which the data were supplied, to each independent researcher approved
by NCES who the licensee intends to have access to subject data and shall require
each of those researchers to execute an affidavit of nondisclosure.
2. The Licensee must ensure that each individual who executes an affidavit of
nondisclosure reads and understands the materials provided to her or him before
executing the affidavit.
3. Licensee shall ensure that each affidavit of nondisclosure is notarized upon
execution.
4. Licensee may not permit any individual specified in paragraph II.A. to have access
to subject data until the procedures in paragraphs IV.B.l. through 3. of this license
are fulfilled for that individual.
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5. Licensee shall promptly, after the execution o f each affidavit, send the original
affidavit to NCES and shall maintain a copy of each affidavit at the licensee's secured
facility protected under this license.
C. Notification regarding authorized individuals to NCES.
1. Licensee shall promptly notify NCES when any employee who has been authorized
to have access to subject data no longer has access to those data.
2. If the terms of an independent researcher's application specify when the researcher's
access to subject data terminates and access does terminate on that date, the Licensee
need not notify NCES of that fact. However, if the researcher's access terminates on
another date, the Licensee shall promptly notify NCES of the date that such access
terminates.
D. Publications made available to NCES.
1. Licensee shall provide NCES a copy of each publication containing information
based on subject data or other data product based on subject data made available to
individuals who have not executed an affidavit o f nondisclosure.
2. When publication or other release of research results could raise reasonable questions
regarding disclosure of individually identifiable information contained in subject
data, copies of the proposed publication or release must be provided to NCES before
that disclosure is made so that NCES may advise whether the disclosure is authorized
under this license and the provisions of sections 408 and 411 of the National
Education Statistics Act of 1994, as amended, and 5 U.S.C. 552a. Licensee agrees
not to publish or otherwise release research results provided to NCES if NCES
advises that such disclosure is not authorized.
E. Licensee shall notify NCES immediately upon receipt o f any legal, investigatory, or other
demand for disclosure o f subject data.
F. Licensee shall notify NCES immediately upon discovering any breach or suspected
breach o f security or any disclosure o f subject data to unauthorized parties or agencies.
G. Licensee agrees that representatives of NCES have the right to make unannounced and
unscheduled inspections of the Licensee's facilities, including any associated computer
center, to evaluate compliance with the terms of this license and the requirements of
sections 408 and 411 of the National Education Statistics Act of 1994 and 5 U.S.C. 552a.

4
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V.

SECURITY REQUIREMENTS

A. Maintenance of, and access to, subject data.
1. Licensee shall retain the original version of the subject data at a single location and
may make no copy or extract of the subject data available to anyone except a P/TS
or independent researcher as necessary for the purpose of the statistical research for
which the subject data were made available to the Licensee.
2. Licensee shall maintain subject data (whether maintained at a mainframe facility,
remote terminals, personal computers, or on printed or other material) in a space that
is limited to access by authorized personnel.
3. Licensee shall ensure that access to subject data maintained in computer memory is
controlled by password protection. For subject data maintained on a mainframe
computer, password protection is required at the file level. Licensee shall maintain
all print-outs, diskettes, personal computers with subject data on hard disks, or other
physical products containing individually identifiable information derived from
subject data in locked cabinets, file drawers, or other secure locations when not in
use.
4. Licensee shall ensure that all printouts, tabulations, and reports are edited for any
possible disclosures of subject data.
5. Licensee shall establish procedures to ensure that subject data cannot be extracted
from a computer mainframe, remote terminals or separate PCS by unauthorized
individuals.

6. Licensee shall not permit removal of any subject data from the limited access space
protected under the provisions of this license as required in the attached SECURITY
PROCEDURES, without first notifying, and obtaining written approval from, NCES.
B. Retention of subject data.
Licensee shall return to NCES all subject data, or destroy those data under NCES
supervision or by approved NCES procedures when the research that is the subject of this
agreement has been completed or this license terminates, whichever occurs first.
C. Compliance with established security procedures.
Licensee shall comply with the SECURITY PROCEDURES attached to this license.

5
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VI. PENALTIES
A. A ny violation o f the term s and conditions o f this license m ay subject the Licensee to
im m ediate revocation o f the license by N C ES.
1. The N C ES official responsible for liaison w ith the Licensee shall initiate revocation
o f this License by w ritten notice to Licensee indicating the factual basis and grounds
for revocation.
2. U pon receipt o f the notice specified in paragraph VI.A. 1 o f this license, the Licensee
has thirty (30) days to subm it w ritten argum ent and evidence to the Commissioner
o f N C E S indicating w hy the License should not be revoked.
3. T he C om m issioner shall decide w hether to revoke the license based solely on the
inform ation contained in the notice to the Licensee and the Licensee's response and
shall provide w ritten notice o f the decision to the Licensee within forty-five (45) days
after receipt o f Licensee's response. The Com m issioner may extend this time period
for good cause.
B. A ny violation o f this license may also be a violation o f Federal crim inal law under the
Privacy A ct o f 1974, 5 U.S.C. 552a, and/or sections 408 and 411 o f the National
E ducation Statistics A ct o f 1994, 20 U.S.C. 9001 et seq., as amended. Alleged violations
under the N ational Education Statistics A ct o f 1994 are subject to prosecution by the United
States A ttorney. T he penalty for violation o f sections 408 and 411 o f the National
E ducation Statistics A ct o f 1994, as amended, is a fine o f not more than $250,000 and
im prisonm ent for a p eriod o f not m ore than five years.
VII.

PR O C ESSIN G OF THIS LICEN SE
A. The term o f this license shall be for five years. If, before the expiration o f this license,
the C om m issioner establishes regulatory standards for the issuance and content o f
licenses, the Licensee agrees to com ply w ith the regulatory standards.
B. This license m ay be am ended, extended or term inated by m utual w ritten agreement
betw een the Licensee and the Commissioner, NCES. A ny am endm ent m ust be signed by
a Senior Official specified in paragraph VII.C. o f this license, PPO, and the
C om m issioner and is effective on the date that all required parties have signed the
am endm ent.
C. The Senior Official (SO) having the authority to bind the organization to the terms o f the
license, shall sign this license below. T he SO certifies, by his/her signature, that -

6
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1. The organization has the authority to undertake the commitments in this license;
2. The SO has the authority to bind the organization to the provisions of this license;
and
3. The PPO is the most senior statistical officer for the licensee who has the authority
to manage the day-to-day statistical operations of the Licensee.

ature of the Senior Official

Date

Type/Print Name of Senior Official
Title: / 4 s

________

Telephone: ( )

S i 7-23J&

D. The individual described in paragraph II.A1. as the PPO shall sign this license below. If
the SO also acts as the chief statistical officer for the Licensee; viz. as the PPO, the SO
shall likewise sign under this paragraph as well as having signed under paragraph VT1.C.

Signature of the Pfincipal Project Officer

Date

Type/Print Name of Principal Project Officer
Title: / j

s rjc rfr^ _______

Telephone:

3g 7- 3^3 7

E. If Licensee is an agency of a State or a State Contractor that provides data to any agency
of a State, the Attorney General of the State shall sign this license below. The Attorney
General certifies, by his/her signature, that pursuant to the Privacy Act of 1974, 5 U.S.C.
552a, and sections 408 and 411 of the National Education Statistics Act of 1994, 20
U.S.C. 9001 et seq., as amended, the Attorney General and any successors to that
office will not construe any State or local laws to require Licensee to report subject data
in individually identifiable form to any agency of the State or to any individual who has
not executed an affidavit of nondisclosure which prohibits that individual from using
subject data for any purpose other than the statistical purpose for which the subject data
were collected.
Signature of the Attorney General

Date

7

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

210

cu ^

Ot

Ccrnff^aifiner cf-ihc-?syioB 2l,C a B r far E in^ricn Sctrsscs issues ais
’frfc/l U /n a y U M xh A , ■ Tfls uccns: is ^ c n v ’ 15 Qf as
''?■*T o r - r r 'i ^ io n c r 3
CrlC-VT, Or SUCJ^ bcn^r
Cu- Cue UC—

i vTc/'?rinr 'ti^zc of Coni^iSuiongr, ■>

OCT . - 5 2005
Date

l'iCHS Lic=oss General N’cnbcr: , ( I S 0

f)

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

211
AFFIDAVIT OF NONDISCLOSURE

________________________________________
June 1. 2005_
Dr. Richard Zinser, Assoc Professor
(Date o f A ssignm ent to N C E S Project)
Fam ily & C onsum er Sciences Dept.
W estern M ichigan U niversity
(Organization, State or local agency or
instrum entality)
Room 3080 A dm instration Building
W estern M ichigan U niversity
Kalam azoo, M I 49008__________
(O rganization or agency Address)

NSO PF:99 Faculty Survey
(NCES Data Base or File Containing
Individually Identifiable Inform ation*)

I, Dr. Richard Z inser. do solem nly swear (or affirm) that when given access to the subject NCES
data base or file, I will not (i) use or reveal any individually identifiable inform ation [including “ schools” in the
N ational A ssessm ent o f Educational Progress (NAEP)] furnished, acquired, retrieved or
assem bled by me or others, under the provisions o f Sections 408 and 411 o f the National
Education Statistics A ct o f 1994 (20 U.S.C. 9001 et seq.) for any purpose other than
statistical purposes specified in the NCES survey, project or contract;
(ii) m ake any disclosure or publication w hereby a sample unit or survey respondent
(including “schools” in N A EP) could be identified or the data furnished by or related to
any particular person or N A EP school under these sections could be identified; or
(iii) perm it anyone other than the individuals authorized by the C om m issioner o f the
N ational Center for E ducation Statistics to examine the individual reports.

(Signature)
[The penalty for unlawful disclosure is a fine o f not more than $250,000 (under 18 U.S.C. 3571)
or im prisonm ent for not more than five years (under 18 U.S.C. 3559), or both. The word “swear”
should be stricken out when a person elects to affirm the affidavit rather than to swear to it.]
* Request all subsequent followups that may be needed. This form cannot be am ended by NCES,
so access to databases not listed will require subm itting additional notarized Affidavits.
City/County of A o . \ (X PO fC L U J C o m m o n w ealth /S tate of I V \ 1
Sw orn to a n d s u b scrib ed b efo re m e this
davof
-J
. W itn ess my h and a n d official Seal.

O

-Sl,LOQ-/^

S '

R fx
(N otary Public/Seal)
My commission expires

U -

%~

11/14/95

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

O

212
AFFIDAVIT OF NONDISCLOSURE

JUN 1 3

_______________________________________________
June 1.2005_
Low ell Rinker, A ssoc V P Business
(Date o f A ssignm ent to N CES Project)

W estern M ichigan U niversity
(O rganization, State or local agency or
instrum entality)
Room 3080 A dm instration Building
W estern M ichigan University
Kalam azoo. M I 49008______________
(O rganization or agency Address)

NSOPF:99 Faculty Survey_____
(NCES Data Base or File Containing
Individually Identifiable Information*)

I, Lowell R inker. do solem nly sw ear (or affirm) that w hen given access to the subject NCES data
base or file, I w ill not (i) use or reveal any individually identifiable inform ation [including “schools” in the
N ational A ssessm ent o f Educational Progress (NAEP)] furnished, acquired, retrieved or
assem bled by me or others, under the provisions o f Sections 408 and 411 o f the National
E ducation Statistics A ct o f 1994 (20 U.S.C. 9001 et seq.) for any purpose other than
statistical purposes specified in the NCES survey, project or contract;
(ii) m ake any disclosure or publication whereby a sample unit or survey respondent
(including “schools” in N A EP) could be identified or the data furnished by or related to
any particular person or N A EP school under these sections could be identified; or
(iii) perm it anyone other than the individuals authorized by the C om m issioner o f the
N ational Center for Education Statistics to exam ine the individual reports.

-----------------------------------

7

(Signature)

//
[The penalty for unlaw ful disclosure is a fine o f not m ore than $250,000 (under 18 U.S.C. 3571)
or im prisonm ent for not more than five years (under 18 U.S.C. 3559), or both. The word “swear”
should be stricken out w hen a person elects to affirm the affidavit rather than to sw ear to it.]
* Request all subsequent followups that may be needed. This form cannot be amended by NCES,
so access to databases not listed will require subm itting additional notarized Affidavits.
City/County o f ^ 'S o A o r n fi.T .D O C om m onw ealth/State of m i d - U A a
S w o r n to a n d s u b scrib ed b efo re m e tfiis cOday of
nJ
^ A \i
P -___________ 7 2 C 0 5 > . W itn ess my h an d a n d official Seal.

rs

vS- j ^ S j L r v J '^ _______________
(N otary Public/Seal)
My commission expires

11

11/14/95
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AFFIDAVIT OF NONDISCLOSURE

________________________________________________
June 1.2 0 0 5 __
Pam ela J. M iller, D octoral Candidate
(Date o f A ssignm ent to NCES Project)

W estern M ichigan U niversity
(O rganization, State or local agency or
instrum entality)
R oom 3080 A dm instration Building
W estern M ichigan U niversity
K alam azoo. M I 49008__________
(O rganization or agency Address)

N SO PF:99 Faculty Survey_____
(NCES Data Base or File Containing
Individually Identifiable Inform ation*)

I, Pam ela J. M iller, do solemnly sw ear (or affirm ) that when given access to the subject NCES
data base or file, I will not (i) use or reveal any individually identifiable inform ation [including “schools” in the
N ational A ssessm ent o f E ducational Progress (NAEP)] furnished, acquired, retrieved or
assem bled by me or others, under the provisions o f Sections 408 and 411 o f the National
E ducation Statistics A ct o f 1994 (20 U .S.C. 9001 et seq.) for any purpose other than
statistical purposes specified in the N CES survey, project or contract;
(ii) m ake any disclosure or publication w hereby a sample unit or survey respondent
(including “schools” in N A E P) could be identified or the data furnished by or related to
any particular person or N A E P school under these sections could be identified; or
(iii) perm it anyone other than the ipdrvidnals authorized by the C om m issioner o f the
N ational Center for E ducation Statistics to examine thedndividual repor

gnature)
[The penalty for unlawful disclosure is a fine o f not more than $250,000 (under 18 U .S.C. 3571)
or im prisonm ent for not more than five years (under 18 U.S.C. 3559), or both. The word “sw ear”
should be stricken out when a person elects to affirm the affidavit rather than to sw ear to it.]
* Request all subsequent followups that may be needed. This form cannot be am ended by NCES,
so access to databases not listed w ill require subm itting additional notarized A ffidavits.

..

- --

LA.

City/County of V v o lc U Y U -Z O O C o m m o n w ealth /S tate of
\ CVU c\
S w orn to a n d s u b scrib ed befo re m e this ^
day of
o
o_______ ,
W itness my h a n d a n d official Seal.

S

iO

cl

>

u

. / y

q

- w

5

■

(N otary Pu blic/S eal)
' 1
~Q 'S____

My commission expires

11/14/95
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AFFIDAVIT OF NONDISCLOSURE

June 3. 2 0 0 5
Dr. Jianp in g S h en , P ro fesso r

(D ate o f A ssig n m e n t to N C E S Project)

W estern M ich ig a n U n iv e r sity
(O rgan ization , State or local a g e n c y or
instrum entality)
R o o m 3 0 8 0 A d m in istration B u ild in g
W estern M ich ig a n U n iv ersity
K alam azoo. M I 4 9 0 0 8 _________________
(O rgan ization or a g en cy A d d ress)

N S O P F :9 9 F acu lty S u rv e y
(N C E S D ata B a se or F ile C on tain in g
In d ivid u ally Id en tifiab le In form ation*)

I, Dr. Jianping S h e n . do s o le m n ly sw ea r (or affirm ) that w hen giv en a c c e ss to the su bject N C E S
data base or file , I w ill not (i) u se or reveal any in d iv id u a lly id en tifiab le inform ation [in clu d in g “s c h o o ls ” in the
N ation al A s se ssm e n t o f E d u cation al P rogress (N A E P )] furnish ed , acq u ired , retrieved or
a ssem b le d b y m e or oth ers, under the p r o v isio n s o f S e c tio n s 4 0 8 and 411 o f the National
E du cation S tatistics A c t o f 1994 (2 0 U .S .C . 9001 et seq.) for any p u rp ose other than
statistical pu rp oses s p e c ifie d in the N C E S su rvey, project or contract;
(ii) m a k e any d isc lo su re or p u blication w h ereb y a sam p le unit or su rv e y respondent
(in c lu d in g “s c h o o ls ” in N A E P ) co u ld be id en tified or the data fu rn ish ed by or related to
any particular person or N A E P sch o o l under these sectio n s c o u ld be id en tified ; or
(iii) p erm it an yon e other than the ind ividu als authorized by the C o m m issio n e r o f the
N ation al C enter for E d u cation S tatistics to e xam in e the ind ividu al reports.

* /* /^
(Signature)
[T he penalty for un law ful d isc lo su re is a fine o f n ot m ore than $ 2 5 0 ,0 0 0 (u n der 18 U .S .C . 3 5 71)
or im p rison m en t for not m ore than fiv e years (under 18 U .S .C . 3 5 5 9 ), or both. T h e w ord “sw ear”
sh o u ld be strick en out w h en a p erso n e le c ts to affirm the affidavit rather than to sw ea r to it.]
* R eq u est all su b seq u en t fo llo w u p s that m ay be needed. T his form can n ot be a m e n d e d by N C E S,
so a c cess to d atab ases not listed w ill require su bm ittin g additional n otarized A ffid a v its.
City/County of
m 6
Com monweaUh/State of
day of v
Swgirn to and subscribed before m e this
, & j X C c £ . W itness my h and and official Seal.

(Notary Public/Seal)
My commission expires

1 1 /1 4 /9 5

ftp

NANCY G. DYK3TERHOUSE
N o tary Public - M ichigan
K a la m a z o o C o u n ty :
My C om m ission Expires Apr. 4, 2008
I A c ting in th e C o u n ty of kk.hzmaj.tt ]
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Appendix B
NSOPSF:99 Faculty Survey Instrument

[Available at: http://nces.ed.gov/surveys/nsopf/survey_forms.asp]
[Used with permission of National Center for Education Statistics, U.S. Department of
Education. See:
http://nces.ed.gov/help/webmail/response.asp?can=19&refurl=http://nces.ed.gov/surveys/
nsopf/]
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OM B C le a ra n c e No. 1 8 5 0 -0 6 0 8
Expiration D ate: 2 /2 8 /2001

U.S. Department of Education
Office of Educational Research and Improvement

National Center for Education Statistics

1 9 9 9 N a tio n a l S tu d y o f
P o s ts e c o n d a ry F a c u lty

F a c u l t y Q u e s t io n n a ir e

A ll in fo rm a tio n th a t w o u ld p e rm it
id e n tific a tio n o f in d iv id u a ls w ill b e k e p t co n fid e n tia l.

S p o n s o re d b y :

N ational C enter fo r Education S tatistics

S u p p o rte d b y :

National S cience Foundation
National E ndow m ent fo r the H um anities

C o n tra c to r:

The G allup O rganization
G o v e rn m e n ts Education Division

M a ilin g A d d r e s s :

T h e G allup O rganization
S u rve y P rocessing C enter
P.O. B o x 5700
Lin co ln , N ebraska 68 505-9926

S u rv e y C o n ta ct:

Brian Kuhr
E -m a il: N S O P F 99@ g allup.co m
Toll-Free Number: 1-800-633-0209
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In s t r u c t i o n s
G e n e ra l In s t r u c tio n s . M a n y o f o u r q u e stio n s a sk ab out y o u r a ctivitie s d u rin g th e 1998 F a ll Term. By this, we m ean
w hatever a ca dem ic te rm th a t w a s in p ro g re ss on N ovem ber 1 ,1 9 9 8 .
All questions th a t a s k a b o u t y o u r p o s itio n a t "this in stitu tio n ” refer to y o u r po sitio n d u rin g th e 1998 Fall Term at the
institution listed on th e label on th e ba ck c o ve r o f th e q u estionn aire .
T his q u estionn aire w a s d e s ig n e d to be c o m pleted by both fu ll-tim e and p a rt-tim e fa c u lty a n d instructional staff, in
2 - and 4-year (and a b o v e ) h ig h e r e d u c a tio n institu tions o f all type s and sizes. If you are a re se a rch a ssista n t or a
tea ching assistant, p le a s e n o te th is on th e co ve r o f the qu e stio n n a ire an d re turn it w ith o u t c o m p le tin g the qu estionnaire.

E le c tr o n ic q u e s tio n n a ir e . T h is q u e s tio n n a ire is a va ila b le on th e W o rld W id e W e b (W W W ). W e strongly urge you
to use the e le c tro n ic v e rs io n b e c a u s e it is use r frie n d ly and take s less tim e to co m p le te th a n the p a per version. To
a cce ss the W W W v e rs io n o f th e q u e s tio n n a ire , g o to h ttp ://w w w .fa cu lty.g a llu p .co m . Y o u r in d ivid ual P ersonal
Identification N u m b e r (P IN ) is on the label on the back o f the qu estionn aire .

R e tu r n in g th e q u e s tio n n a ir e . M a ilin g instructions fo r re turning th e co m p le te d q u e s tio n n a ire ap p e a r on the last
page o f the q u estionn aire .

Q u e s tio n s .

If y o u h a ve an y q u e s tio n s a b o u t the study, plea se co n ta ct B rian K u h r o f T h e G a llu p O rganization toll-

fre e at 1-800 -6 3 3 -0 2 0 9 o r v ia e-m a il at N S O P F 9 9 @ g a llu p .co m .

S u r v e y I n s t r u c tio n s . T h is is a s c a n n a b le q u e stio n n a ire . P lease fo llo w
the steps be lo w c a re fu lly w h e n c o m p le tin g this q u e stio n n a ire . It w ill m ake
it e a sie r to read y o u r re su lts.

EXAMPLE
RIGH T WAY

W RONG WAY

T

• Use a b lu e o r b la c k in k pen only.
• Do not use ink th a t s o a k s th ro u g h the paper.

d f-

• M ake s o lid m a rk s th a t fit in th e re sp o n se boxes.
• To a n s w e r th e s u rv e y q u e s tio n s , plea se m a rk the a p p ro p ria te
a n s w e r in e a c h box.

ASSURANCE OF CONFIDENTIALITY
All information that perm its the identification o f individuals will be kept strictly confidential. Individual responses, and all responses
tha t perm it the identification o f individuals, w ill be protected by the N ational E ducation S tatistics Act, Public Law 103-382 [20
U.S.C. 9001 e t seq.], the C arl D. P erkins Vocational Education Act, and the P rivacy A ct o f 1974 [5 U.S.C. 552a],

i
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S ection A:

N

1.

ature of

E

mploym ent

During th e 1998 Fall Term, did you have any
instructional d u ties at th is institution (e.g.,
teaching one o r m ore c o u rse s, o r advising or
supervising s tu d e n ts ’ academ ic activities)?
(Mark [x] one box.)
I

I Yes

□

2.

No (SKIP TO QUESTION 3)

□

all of your instructional duties related to credit
courses, or advising or supervising academic
activities for which students received credit

□

some of your instructional duties related to credit
courses or advising or supervising academic
activities for which students received credit
OR

□

4.

□

Part-time

I

I Full-time (SKIP TO QUESTION 7)

Did you hold a part-tim e position at this
institution during th e 1998 Fall Term
b e c a u se ... (Mark [x] "Yes” or "No" for each item)
Yes
▼

During th e 1998 Fall Term, w ere ... (Mark [x] one
box.)

3.

During th e 1998 Fall Term, did this institution
co n sid er you to be em ployed part-time or full
tim e? (Mark [x] one box.)

all of your instructional duties related to noncredit
courses or advising or supervising noncredit
academic activities

What w as your p rin c ip a l activity at this
institution during the 1998 Fall Term? If you
had equal responsibilities, p lease select one.

No
T

a. You preferred working on a
part-tim e basis? ...................................

□

□

b. A full-time position was not available?

□

□

In w hat y ear did you begin the job you held at
th is institution during th e 1998 Fall Term?
C onsider p rom otions in rank as part of the
sam e job. (Write in year.)

19
Which of th e following b e st d escrib es your
academ ic rank, title, or position at this
institution during th e 1998 Fall Term? (M ark[x]

(Mark [x] one box.)

one box. If no ranks are designated at your
institution, mark the "NA," Not Applicable box.)

□

Teaching

□

NA. Not applicable: no ranks designated at
this institution (SKIP TO QUESTION 10,
PAGE 2)

□

Research

□

□

Professor

Clinical service

□

Administration ( Write in title or position.)

□

Associate Professor

□

Assistant Professor

□

Instructor

□

Lecturer

□

Other title (Please specify below.)

□

On sabbatical from this institution

□

Other activity (e.g., technical activity such as
programmer or technician; other institutional
activities such as library services, community/
public service; subsidized performer, artist-inresidence, etc.)

During the 1998 Fall Term, did you have faculty
sta tu s at th is institution? (M ark[x] one box.)
I Yes

1

CD

I

In w hat y ear did you first achieve this
rank/title? (Write in year.)

I J No
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What w as y o u r ten u re s ta tu s at th is institution
during th e 1998 Fall Term? (M ark [x] one box.)

□

Tenured ■

13. Were you ch a irp e rso n of a departm ent or
division at th is institution during the 1998 Fall
Term? (Mark [x] one box.)

* In w hat year did you achieve
tenure at this institution?
(Write in year.)

1

□

n

CD

10.

Yes
No

14. W hat is y o u r principal field or discipline of

11.

□

On tenure track but not tenured

teac h in g ? If equal area s, select one. (Write in

□

Not on tenure track/although institution has a
tenure system

the name o f y o u r principal field or discipline and enter
the code num ber o f the discipline, on pages 3-4, that
best matches yo u r field o f teaching. If you have no
field o f teaching, m ark [x] the “NA" box.)

□

No tenure system at this institution

□

During the 1998 Fall Term, w hat w as the
duration of y o u r c o n tract o r ap pointm ent at
this institution? (M ark[x] one box.)
I

I Unspecified duration, or tenured

I

I One academic term

NA. Not A pplicable (SKIP TO QUESTION 15)

Name of principal field/discipline of teaching

Code for Field or Discipline

□

12.

15.

One academic year or one calendar year

I

I Two or more academic/calendar years

I

I Other

your principal area o f research and enter the code
number o f the discipline, on pages 3-4, that best
matches you r field o f research. If you have no
research area, mark [x] the “NA" box.)

During the 1998 Fail Term, did you hold any of
the following kinds of ap p o in tm en ts at this
institution? (Mark [x] “Yes" o r “No" fo r each item.)
Yes

W hat is y o u r principal area of research ? If
equal a re a s, se le c t one. (Write in the name o f

No

□

NA. Not Applicable (SKIP TO QUESTION 16,
PAGE 5)

Name of principal field/discipline of research

T

a. A c tin g ..............................................
Code for Field or Discipline
b. Affiliate or adjunct..........................

...□

□

c. V is itin g ............................................

...□

□

d. Assigned by religious o r d e r .........

...□

□

e. Clinical (Write in title o r position.)

...□

□

f.

Research (Write in title o r position.) . .

□

□

g. P ostdoctoral............................

□

□

h. Other (Please specify below.)

□

□
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C o d e s f o r M a j o r
S t u d y a n d A c a d e m ic

110

A g rib u sin e ss & A g ricu ltu ral P ro d u c tio n
Agricultural, A nim al, F o o d , & P la n t S c ie n c e s
R e n e w a b le N a tu ra l R e s o u r c e s , in clu d in g C o n s e rv a tio n ,
Fishing, & F o re stry
O th e r A g ricu ltu re

121
122
123
124
130

A rch itectu re & E n v iro n m e n ta l D e s ig n
City, C om m unity, & R e g io n a l P la n n in g
Interior D esig n
L and U se M a n a g e m e n t & R e c la m a tio n
O th e r A rch. & E n v iro n m e n ta l D e sig n

D is c ip l in e s
T E A C H E R ED U C A TIO N

A G RICU LTU RE
101
102
103

F ie l d s o f

241
24 2
243
24 4
24 5
25 0

P re -E Ie m e n ta ry
E le m e n ta ry
S e c o n d a ry
A dult & C o n tin u in g
O th e r G e n e ra l T e a c h e r E d u c a tio n P ro g ra m s
T e a c h e r E d u c a tio n in S p e c ific S u b je c ts

A R CH ITE C TU R E & EN V IRO N M EN TA L DE SIG N
ENGINEERING
261
26 2
26 3
26 4
26 5
27 0
28 0

ART
141
142
143
144
145
146
147
148
149
150

Art H istory & A p p re c ia tio n
C r a fts
D ance
D e sig n (o th e r t h a n A rc h ite c tu re o r Interior)
D ram atic A rts
Fiim Arts
Fine Arts

E n g in e e rin g , G e n e ra l
Civil E n g in e e rin g
E lectrical, E le c tro n ic s , & C o m m u n ic a tio n E n g in eerin g
M e ch a n ic al E n g in e e rin g
C h e m ic a l E n g in e e rin g
O th e r E n g in e e rin g
E n g in e e rin g -R e la te d T e c h n o lo g ie s
EN GLISH & LITER A TU RE

M usic
M usic H istory & A p p re c ia tio n
O th e r V isual & P e rfo rm in g A rts

291
29 2
29 3
29 4
29 5
29 6
29 7
300

E n g lish , G e n e ra l
C o m p o sitio n & C r e a tiv e W riting
A m e ric a n L ite ra tu re
E n g lish L ite ra tu re
L in g u istic s

311
31 2
313
314

C h in e s e (M a n d a rin , C a n t o n e s e , o r O th e r C h in e s e )
F re n ch
G e rm a n
Italian
Latin
Jap an ese

S p e e c h , D e b a te , & F o r e n s ic s
E n g lish a s a S e c o n d L a n g u a g e
E nglish, O th e r

BUSINESS
161
162
163
164
165
166
167
170

A c c o u n tin g
B anking & F in a n c e
B u s in e s s A d m in istra tio n & M a n a g e m e n t

FO REIGN LA N G U A G ES

B u s in e s s A d m in istra tiv e S u p p o r t (e .g ., B o o k k e e p in g , Office
M a n a g e m e n t, S e c re ta ria l)
H u m an R e s o u r c e s D e v e lo p m e n t
O rg a n iz a tio n a l B e h a v io r
M arketing & D istribution
O th e r B u s in e s s

315
31 6
31 7
318
319
320

CO M M U NICA TIONS
181
182
183
184
190

A d v e rtisin g
B ro a d c a s tin g & Jo u rn a lis m

HEALTH S C IE N C E S

C o m m u n ic a tio n s R e s e a r c h
C o m m u n ic a tio n T e c h n o lo g ie s
O th e r C o m m u n ic a tio n s

331
33 2
33 3
33 4
33 5
336
337

C O M PU TE R S C IE N C E
201
202
203
204
210

O th e r A sian
R u s s ia n o r O th e r S la v ic
S p a n is h
O th e r F o re ig n L a n g u a g e s

C o m p u te r & In fo rm atio n S c ie n c e s
C o m p u te r P ro g ra m m in g
D a ta P ro c e s s in g
S y s te m s A n a ly s is
O th e r C o m p u te r S c ie n c e

Allied H ealth T e c h n o lo g ie s & S e r v ic e s
D e n tistry
H e a lth S e r v ic e s A d m in istra tio n
M ed icin e, in clu d in g P s y c h ia try
N u rsin g

338
340

P h a rm a c y
P u b lic H ealth
V e te rin a ry M e d ic in e
O th e r H ealth S c i e n c e s

350

HOM E EC O N O M IC S

360

IN D U STR IA L A R T S

370

LAW

380

LIBR ARY & A R CH IV A L S C IE N C E S

EDUCATION
221
222
223
224
225
226
227
228
229
230
231

E d u c a tio n , G e n e ra !
B a sic Skills
B ilin g u a l/C ro ss-c u ltu ra l E d u c a tio n
C urriculum & In stru ctio n
E d u c a tio n A d m in istratio n
E d u c a tio n E v a lu atio n & R e s e a r c h
E d u c a tio n a l P s y c h o lo g y
H ig h er E d u c a tio n
S p e c ia l E d u c a tio n
S tu d e n t C o u n s e lin g & P e r s o n n e l S e r v ic e s
O th e r E d u c a tio n

(C O N T IN U E D )

3
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V o c a t io n a l T r a in in g
390

C O N ST R U C T IO N T R A D E S

M A T H E M A T IC S/ST A T IST IC S
601
602
60 3
61 0

NATURAL S C IE N C E S : B IO L O G IC A L S C IE N C E S
391
392
393
394
395
396
397
398
400

B io c h e m istry
B iology
B o ta n y

C O N S U M E R , P E R S O N A L , & M ISCELL A N E O U S SER V IC E S

G e n e tic s
im m unology
M icrobiology
P h y sio lo g y
Z o o lo g y
Biological S c ie n c e s , O th e r

621
630

P e r s o n a l S e r v ic e s (e .g ., B a rb e rin g , C o sm e to lo g y )
O th e r C o n s u m e r S e r v ic e s

641
642

E le ctric a l & E le c tro n ic s E q u ip m e n t R e p a ir
H e a tin g , Air C o n d itio n in g , & R efrig eratio n M e c h a n ic s &
R e p a ir e r s
V eh icle & M obile E q u ip m e n t M e c h a n ic s & R e p a ire rs
O th e r M e c h a n ic s & R e p a ire r s

M ECH A N IC S & R E P A IR E R S

NATURAL S C IE N C E S : PH Y SIC A L S C IE N C E S
411
412

A s tro n o m y
C h e m istry

413
414
420

P h y s ic s
E arth , A tm o sp h e re , a n d O c e a n o g r a p h ic (G e o lo g ic a l
S c ie n c e s )
P h y sica l S c ie n c e s , O th e r

430

C a r p e n tr y
E lectrician
Plum bing
O th e r C o n s tru c tio n T r a d e s

643
644

P R E C ISIO N PR O D U C TIO N

PA R K S & RECR EA TIO N

661
662
663
66 4

D raftin g
G ra p h ic & P rin t C o m m u n ic a tio n s
L e a th e rw o rk in g & U p h o ls te rin g
P re c is io n M etal W ork

PH ILO SO PH Y , R E LIG IO N & T H E O L O G Y

665
67 0

W o o d w o rk in g
O th e r P re c is io n P ro d u c tio n W ork

442

P h ilo so p h y
Religion
T h e o lo g y

681

470

PH Y SIC A L ED UCA TION

500

P R O T E C T IV E S E R V IC E S ( e .g ., C rim inal J u s tic e , Fire
P ro te c tio n )

690

Air T ra n s p o rta tio n (e .g ., Piloting, Traffic Control, Flight
A tte n d a n c e , A viation M a n a g e m e n t)
L a n d V eh icle & E q u ip m e n t O p e ra tio n
W a te r T r a n s p o rta tio n ( e .g ., B o a t & Fishing O p e ra tio n s, D e e p
W a te r D iving, M a rin a O p e r a tio n s , S a ilo rs & D e c k h a n d s)
O th e r T r a n s p o rta tio n & M a terial M oving

510

PSY C H O LO G Y

90 0

OTHER

520

PU B LIC A F F A IR S (e .g ., C o m m u n ity S e r v ic e s , Pu b lic
A d m in istratio n , P u b lic W o rk s, S o c ia l W ork)

530

SC IEN C E T E C H N O L O G IE S

541
542

SO C IA L S C IE N C E S & H ISTO R Y
S o cial S c ie n c e s , G e n e ra l
A n th ro p o lo g y

440
441

543
544
545
546
547
548
549
550
551
560

TR A N S P O R T A T IO N & M A TERIA L MOVING

68 2
68 3

A rc h e o lo g y
A re a & E th n ic S tu d ie s
D e m o g ra p h y
E c o n o m ic s
G eo g rap h y
H isto ry
In tern atio n al R e la tio n s
Political S c ie n c e & G o v e rn m e n t
S o c io lo g y
O th e r S o c ial S c ie n c e s

4
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S ection B:

A

16.

c a d e m ic /

P

r o fe ssio n a l

B

ackground

P lease list below inform ation ab o u t th e degrees you have received. Do n o t list honorary d egrees. If
you have m ore than o n e d eg re e at th e sam e level, p lease list th e m o st re c e n t deg ree first. (Complete all
columns for each degree. If you have none o f the degrees or awards listed below, m ark [x] the “NA" box.)

CO D ES FO R TYPE O F D E G R EE
1) First professional degree (M.D., D.O., D.D.S. or D.M.D.,
4) Other Master's degree (M.A., M.S., M.B.A., M.Ed., etc.)
LL.B., J.D., D.C. or D.C.M., D.Par., Pod.D. or D.P., D.V.M.,
5) Bachelor's degree (B.A., A.B., B.S., etc.)
O.D., M.Div. or H.H.L. or B.D.)
6) Associate’s degree or equivalent (A.A., A.S., etc.)
2) Doctoral degree (Ph.D., Ed.D., etc.)
7) Certificate or diploma for completion of undergraduate
3) Masters of Fine Arts, Masters o f Social Work (M.F.A.,
program (other than Associate's or Bachelor's)
M.S.W.)

□

NA. N o t A p p lic a b le ; d o n o t hold a d e g re e o r aw ard liste d a b o ve (S K IP TO Q U E S T IO N 17)

1. Highest

□

1

CO

B.
Y ear
R e c e iv e d

2. Next Highest

□

1

CO

A.
D e g re e C o d e
( s e e bo x a b o v e )

□

19

□

19

3. Next Highest

4. Next Highest

17.

18.

C.
N a m e o f Field

D.
F ield C o d e
(from p a g e s 3 - 4 )

a . N a m e of Institution, a n d
City a n d S ta te /C o u n try of Institution

Are you currently w orking tow ard a d e g ree? (Mark [x] one box.)
I

I Yes

I

I No

(SKIP TO QUESTION 19, PAGE 6)

Please indicate below (A) the type of degree you are currently working toward, (B) the year you anticipate
receiving it, (C) name of th e field, (D) the field code that applies (from p ag es 3-4), and (E) the name and
location of the institution from which you anticipate receiving this degree. (Complete all columns.)
A.
B.
Y ear
D e g re e C o d e
(se e box above) A n tic ip a te d

Degree Working
Toward

C.
N a m e o f F ield

D.
Field C o d e
(from p a g e s 3 - 4 )

E.
a . N a m e of Institution, a n d
b. City a n d S ta te /C o u n try o f Institution

|
|
I___I

5
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19.

Do you co n sid er your position at th is institution to be your primary em ploym ent? (M ark[x] one box.)
I

I Yes

I

I No

20.

During th e 1998 Fall Term, did you do outside consulting in addition to y o u r em ploym ent at this
institution? (M ark [x] one box.)

21.

During the 1998 Fall Term, did you have professional em ploym ent o th er th a n consulting in addition
to your em ploym ent at th is in stitution? (Mark [x] one box.)

I

22.

I No (SKIP TO QUESTION 23)

How many different p ro fessio n al jo b s/p o sitio n s, other than yo u r em ploym ent at this institution or
consulting jo b s, did you have during th e 1998 Fall Term? (Write in number.)
Number of other jobs

23.

In total, how m any p ro fessio n al positio n s in higher ed ucation in stitu tio n s have you held? Consider
prom otions in rank at th e sam e institution as part of the sa m e position. If y o u r occupational
classification ch a n g ed within th e sam e institution, p lease c o n sid e r th is a s e p a ra te position. (Include
your position at this institution and all other full-time and part-time positions. Do not include teaching or research
assistant positions.)
Number of
po sitio ns

C o n tin u e on n e x t page

6
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24.

The next questions ask about your first professional position in a higher education institution, and your most
recent professional position at a higher education institutution (other than the one you currently hold at this
institution. (If your current position is your first position, complete column 1. If you have no other additional professional positions,
mark [x] the ",NA" box at the top of the second column.)
• Do not list promotions in rank at one place of employment as different positions.
• Do not include work as a graduate student.
F ir s t P ro fe s s io n a l P o sitio n in a
H ig h er E d u c a tio n Institution

M o s t R e c e n t P ro fe s s io n a l P o sitio n a t a
H ig h e r Ed. Institution (o th e r th a n th e o n e
y o u c u rre n tly hold a t th is institution)
□

2.

FROM:

1

TO : ( I f a c u r r e n t p o s i t i o n , m a r k [ x ] " P r e s e n t " .)

1

9

TYPE O F INSTITUTION

□
□

O th e r p o s ts e c o n d a ry in stitu tio n

O th e r P ro fe ssio n a l (S u p p o rt/S e rv ic e/C lin ic a l)

P ro fe s s o r
A s s o c ia te P r o f e s s o r
A s s is ta n t P r o f e s s o r
in stru c to r
L e c tu re r
O th e r
NA. Not a p p lic a b le , n o ran k
6.

T E N U R E STA TU S (W h a t w a s y o u r te n u r e s ta tu s
w h en you b e g a n a n d left this a c a d e m ic positio n ?

I f c u r r e n t j o b , d o n o t i n d i c a t e t e n u r e a t e x i t .)
T e n u red
On te n u re tra c k b u t n o t te n u r e d
Not o n te n u re tra c k
a lth o u g h in stitu tio n h a s a te n u r e s y s te m
No te n u re s y s te m a t th is in stitu tio n

( M a r k [ x ] o n e b o x .)

□
□
□

In stru c tio n /R e s e a rc h /P u b lic S e rv ic e

ACADEMIC RANK/TITLE (W hat w e re y o u r a c a d e m ic
ra n k s w h e n y ou b e g a n a n d left th is a c a d e m ic
position? I f c u r r e n t j o b , d o n o t i n d i c a t e r a n k a t e x i t .)

□
□

( M a r k [x ] o n e b o x .)

A d m inistration, M a n a g e m e n t

5.

( M a r k [x ] o n e b o x .)

□
□

Part-tim e
PRIMARY RESPONSIBILITY

□
□
□
□

( M a r k [x] o n e b o x .)

Full-time

□
□
□

(M a r k [x] o n e b o x in e a c h c o lu m n .)
At Hire
T

□
□
□
□
□
□
□

P re se n t

( M a r k [x ] o n e b o x .)

□
□

2 -y e a r d e g re e g ra n tin g c o lle g e

4.

□

P resen t

( M a r k [ x ] o n e b o x .)

4 - y e a r n o n -d o c to ra l g ra n tin g c o lle g e o r u n iv ersity

EMPLOYMENT STATUS

(W r ite in y e a r .)

9

□

4 -y e a r d o c to ra l g ra n tin g c o lle g e o r u n iversity,
g r a d u a te o r p r o fe s s io n a l sc h o o l

3.

NA: No o th er positions

(W r ite in y e a r .)

YEA RS JO B HELD

CO

1.

At Exit
▼

□
□
□
□
□
□
□

( M a r k [ x ] o n e b o x in e a c h c o l u m n . )

( M a r k [ x ] o n e b o x i n e a c h c o l u m n .)
At Hire

□
□
□
□
□
□
□

At Exit

□
□
□
□
□
□
□

( M a r k [ x ] o n e b o x in e a c h c o l u m n .)

At Hire
▼

At Exit

At Hire

T

T

At Exit
▼

□
U
□
□

□
□
□
□

□
□
□
□

□
□
□
□

7
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25. How many y e a rs have you been teaching in h igher education institu tio n s?
(Write in number. If none, write in "0". If less than 1 year, write in “ 1".)

Number of years

26.

How many p ro fessio n al positio n s, outsid e of higher education institutions, have you held? Do not
include co n su ltin g jo b s (Write in number. If none, mark the box indicating “None".)
None (SKIP TO QUESTION 29, PAGE 9)
Number of professional positions outside higher education institutions

27. How m any of th e s e p o sitio n s w ere... (Write

in num ber o f full-tim e and p a rt-tim e professional positions outside
o f higher education institutions. If none, write in “0".)

Full-time

Part-time

28. The next q u estio n s a sk a b o u t professional positions outsid e of higher edu catio n institutions you have
held. List inform ation on y o u r first and your m ost recent professional p o sitio n s outsid e of higher
education institutions. Do not include positions you began in 1999._____
First P ro fe ssio n a l Position O u tsid e M o st R e c e n t P ro fe ssio n a l Position
of a H ig h er E du catio n Institution
O u ts id e o f a H igher Ed. Institution
C H NA: No o th er
__________P ro fe ssio n a l positions

2.

3.

TYPE O F EM PLO YER

□

(M a r k [x ] o n e b o x .)

P resen t

CO

1

1
1

□

( M a r k [ x ] o n e b o x .)

E le m e n ta ry o r s e c o n d a r y sc h o o l

□

□

Hospital o r o th er health c a re organization o r clinical setting

□

□

F o u n d a tio n o r o th e r n o n -p ro fit o rg a n iz a tio n o th e r
th a n h e a lth c a r e o rg a n iz a tio n

□

□

For-profit b u s in e s s o r in d u stry in th e p riv ate s e c to r

□

□

G o v e rn m e n t (fe d e ral, s ta t e , o r local) o r m ilitary

□

□

O th er

□

□

EMPLOYMENT STATUS

Full-time
Part-tim e
4.

CO

TO: (If a c u rr e n t p o sitio n , m a rk [x] " P re se n t" .)

1

CO

FROM:

(W r ite in y e a r .)

CD

( W r ite in y e a r .)

1. YEARS JO B HELD

PRIMARY RESPONSIBILITY

( M a r k [x] o n e b o x .)

□
□
(M a r k [x] o n e b o x .)

( M a r k [ x ] o n e b o x .)

□
□
(M a r k [x] o n e b o x .)

A d m in istratio n , M a n a g e m e n t

□

□

In stru ctio n , R e s e a r c h , o r P u b lic S e rv ic e

□

□

O th e r P r o fe s s io n a l (S u p p o rt/S e rv ic e /C lin ic a l)

□

□

T ech n ical

□

□

O th e r

□

□
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29.

How m any of each of th e following have you p resen ted /p u b lish ed /etc. during yo u r entire career and
during th e la st tw o y e a rs ? For publications, p lease include o n ly w orks th a t have been accepted for
publication. C ount m ultiple p resen tatio n s/p u b licatio n s of th e sa m e w ork o n ly once. Include electronic
publications th a t are n o t pub lished elsew here in th e appropriate c a te g o rie s. (Mark the "NA" box if you have
not published o r presented.)
1

1 NA. Not applicable. No presentations/publications/etc. (SKIP TO QUESTION 30, PAGE 10)
T ype o f P r e s e n ta tio n /P u b lic a tio n /e tc .
(Write a num ber in each
box. If none, write in “0".)

1.

Articles published in refereed
professional or trade journals; creative
works published in juried media

2.

Articles published in nonrefereed
professional or trade journals; creative
works published in nonjuried media or
in-house newsletters

T o tal d u rin g p a s t tw o y e a rs
T otal d u rin g c a r e e r

Sole responsibility

Joint responsibility

Published reviews of books, articles, or
creative works; chapters in edited volumes

Textbooks, other books; monographs;
research or technical reports
disseminated internally or to clients
5.

Presentations at conferences,
workshops, etc.; exhibitions or
performances in the fine or applied arts
Other, such as patents or computer
software products

C o n tin u e on n e x t pa ge---------------------►
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S e c t io n

In s t i t u t i o n a l R
30.

C:

e sp o n sib il it ie s a n d

W

orkload

On average, how m any h o u rs p er week did you sp en d at each of th e follow ing kinds of activities during
th e 1998 Fall Term? (Write in average num ber o f hours. If not sure, give yo u r best estimates. If none, write in "0".)
Average number of
hours per week

▼

a. All paid activities at this institution (e.g. teaching, clinical
service, class preparation, research, ad m inistra tion).. .
b. All unpaid activities at this institution
(Please specify type o f activities below.) ..........................

31.

c. Any other paid activities outside this institution
(e.g., consulting, working on other jobs) .....................................

I___

d. Unpaid (pro bono) professional service activities
outside this in s titu tio n ......................................................................

...... ......

In column A, please allocate your to ta l work time in the 1998 Fall Term (as reported in Question 30a-d) into
several categories. We realize the categories are not mutually exclusive (e.g., research may include
teaching; preparing a co u rse may be part of professional growth). We ask, however, that you allocate as
b est you can the percentage of your time spen t in activities w hose primary fo cu s falls within the indicated
categories. In column B, indicate what percentage of your time you would p re fe r to spen d in each of the
listed categories. Time sp e n t with colleagues should be allocated to a specific activity.

(Write in a percentage on each line. If not sure,
give you r best estimate; if none, write in "0".)
a.

Teachina Underaraduate Students fincludina teachina: aradina Daoers: oreoarina
courses; developing new curricula; advising or supervising students; supervising
student teachers and interns; working with student organizations or intramural athletics)

b.

Teachina Graduate or First Professional Students fincludina teachina: aradina oaDers:
preparing courses; developing new curricula; advising or supervising students; supervising
student teachers and interns; supervising clinical students; working with student organizations
or intramural athletics)

c.

Research/ScholarshiD fincludina research: reviewina or Dreoarina articles or books:
attending or preparing for professional meetings or conferences; reviewing
proposals; seeking outside funding; giving performances or exhibitions in the fine or
applied arts; or giving speeches)

d.

Professional Growth fincludina takina courses: Dursuina an advanced dearee: other
professional development activities; such as practice or activities to remain current
in your field)

e.

Administration fincludina departmental or institution-wide meetinas or committee
work)

f.

Service fincludina providina leaal or medical sen/ices or osvcholoaical counselina to
clients or patients; paid or unpaid community or public service; service to professional
societies/associations)

a.

Outside Consultina. Freelance Work. Other Outside Work/Other Non-Teachina
Professional Activities fother activities or work not listed in a—fl

Please be s u re th a t the pe rc e n ta g e s y o u p ro vid e ad d u p to 100%.

A
% of Work
Time Spent

B.
% of Work
Time Preferred

100%

100%

10
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32.

During th e 1998 Fall Term, how m any underg rad u ate or graduate th e s is or d issertatio n com m ittees,
com prehensive exam s or o rals com m ittees, or exam ination or certification com m ittees did you serve
on at this institution; how m any did you chair, and w hat w as the av erag e n um ber of hours sp en t in
th e se activities p er w eek ? (Write in a num ber on each line. If none, write in "0". M ark the "NA" box if you did not
serve on any committees.)
I

I NA. Not applicable. Did not serve on any undergraduate or graduate committees (SKIP TO QUESTION 33)
N u m ber
s e r v e d on

Type of Committee

O f th a t n u m b er,
h o w m a n y d id y o u c h a ir?

A v era g e num ber o f
h ou rs p er w eek

( W r i t e in n u m b e r i n e a c h b o x . I f n o n e , w r i t e i n " 0 " .)

1. U n d e r g r a d u a t e th e s is h o n o rs c o m m itte e s ; c o m p r e h e n s iv e
e x a m s o r o ra ls c o m m itte e s ; e x a m in a tio n /c e rtific a tio n
c o m m itte e s

2, G r a d u a t e th e s is o r d is s e r ta tio n c o m m itte e s ; c o m p r e h e n s iv e
e x a m s o r o ra ls c o m m itte e s ( o th e r th a n a s p a rt o f th e s is /
d iss e rta tio n c o m m itte e s ); e x a m in a tio n /c e rtific a tio n
c o m m ittee s

33.

During th e 1998 Fall Term, w hat w as th e total num ber of c la s se s or se c tio n s you ta u g h t at this
institution? (Mark the "NA" box if you did not teach any classes.)
•

Do not include individualized instruction, such as independent study, individual performance classes, or working with
individual students in a clinical or research setting,
• Count multiple sections o f the same course as a separate class (e.g., if you taught Sociology 101 to two different
groups of students during the term, count this as two separate classes).
• Count lab or discussion sections of a class as the same class (e.g., if you taught Biology 202 to a group of students
during the term and the class consisted of a lecture two times a week, a lab one day a week, and a discussion
section one day a week, count this work as one class).
NA. Not applicable; no classes taught (SKIP TO QUESTION 48, PAGE 14)
_J_ J

34.

Number of classes/sections (i.e., credit and non-credit)

How many different c o u rses (preparations) do th ese classes/sections rep resen t? (Write in number. If none, write
in "0".)
_J_ J

35.

Number of courses these classes/sections represent

How many of the c lasses/sectio n s that you taught during the 1998 Fall Term w ere remedial? (Write in number.
If none, write in "0”.)
_ _ I_ J

36.

Number of classes/sections that were remedial, i.e., credit and non-credit. (IF NONE, SKIP TO QUESTION 37)

How many of th e s e rem edial c la sse s/se c tio n s w ere not creditable tow ard a d eg ree (non-credit classes)?
(Write in number. If none, write in "0".)

Number of remedial classes/sections that were not creditable toward a degree (non-credit)

C o n tin u e to n e xt p a g e ---------------------.
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37.

How many of th e c la s s e s /s e c tio n s th a t you taught during th e 1998 Fall Term w ere continuing
education c la s s e s ? (W rite in number. If none, write in "0")
___

38.

How many of th e s e continuing ed ucation c la sse s/se c tio n s w ere n o t cred itab le tow ard a degree (non
credit c la s se s)? (Write in number. If none, write in ”0".)
___

3 9.

Number of classes/sections that were continuing education (IF NONE, SKIP TO QUESTION 39)

Number o f continuing education classes/sections that were not creditable toward a degree (non-credit)

What is the total nu m b er of s tu d e n ts enrolled in all your non-credit c la s s e s /s e c tio n s com bined? (Write
in number. If none, write in “0".)

__

40.

Total num ber of students enrolled in non-credit classes/sections

How many of th e c la s s e s /s e c tio n s th a t you taught during th e 1998 Fall Term w ere fo r c re d it ? (Write in
number. If none, w rite in “0".)
Number o f classes/sections for credit (IF NONE, SKIP TO QUESTION 43, PAGE 14)

C o n tin u e to n e x t p a g e ---------------------►
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41.

For each credit c la s s o r se ctio n th a t you tau g h t at this institution during th e 1998 Fall Term, please
answ er th e following q u e stio n s. For each class, en ter th e co d e for th e acad em ic discipline of the class.
(Refer to pages 3 -4 for the codes. Please enter the code rather than the course name.)
• Do not include individualized instruction, such as independent study or individual one-on-one performance classes.
• If you taught multiple sections of the same course, count them as separate classes, but do not include the lab
section of the course as a separate class.

1. C O D E FO R A CAD EM IC D ISC IPL IN E O F C L A S S

A.
Fo r-cred it
C ia s s A

B.
F o r-c re d it
C la s s B

C.
F o r-c re d it
C la s s C

D.
F or-credit
C la s s D

E.
F o r-cred it
C la s s E

(e n te r c o d e )

(e n te r c o d e )

(e n te r c o d e )

( e n te r c o d e )

( e n te r c o d e )

I

I Yes

I

I Y es

I

I Y es

i

I Yes

I

I Y es

I

I Noi

I

I N oi

!

I Noi

I

I Noi

I

I Noi

i

1 Yes

!

1Y es

1____1Y es

\

I Yes

1

I Y es

1

1 Noi

I

I N oi

1

I Noi

1

I Noi

1

1Noi

I

1 Yes

1

I Y es

i

I Y es

I

I Yes

i

" 1 Y es

I

1 Noi

I

I Noi

I

I Noi

I

I Noi

I

1Noi

(from p a g e s 3 - 4 )

2. DURING 1998 FALL T E R M ( C o m p l e t e e a c h b o x . )
a . N u m b e r of w e e k s th e c la s s m e t

b. N u m b e r of c re d it h o u rs
c . N u m b e r of h o u rs th e c la s s m e t p e r w e e k

d. N u m b e r of te a c h in g a s s i s ta n t s , r e a d e r s

e . N u m b e r of s tu d e n t s e n ro lle d
f. W a s th is c la s s te a m ta u g h t?

g . A v erag e # h o u rs p e r w e e k y o u ta u g h t th e c ia s s
h. W a s th is c la s s c o n s id e r e d a r e m e d ia l c la s s ?

i.

W a s th is c la s s ta u g h t th ro u g h a d i s ta n c e
e d u c a tio n p ro g ra m ?

3. PRIMARY LEVEL O F ST U D E N T S ( M a r k [ x ] o n e b o x .)
U n d e rg ra d u a te s tu d e n ts
G r a d u a te s tu d e n ts
First pro fessio n al s tu d e n ts (e.g ., d e n ta l, m edical,
law, th eo lo g y , e tc .)
4. PRIMARY INSTRUCTIONAL METHOD U SED

( M a r k [x ] o n e b o x .)
L e c tu r e /D is c u s s io n
S e m in a r
Lab, clinic, o r p ro b le m s e s s io n
A pprenticeship, in tern sh ip , field work, or field trips
O th e r

□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□

□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□

□
□
□
□

□

5 . PRIM ARY MEDIUM U S E D ( M a r k [ x ] o n e b o x .)
F a c e -to -f a c e
C o m p u ter
T V -b a se d
O th e r

□
□
□

□
□
□
□
□
□

□
□
□
□

□

□
□
□
□

□
□
□
□

□
□
□
□

□
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□

□
□
□
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42.

45.

In how m any of th e u n d erg rad u ate c o u rse s
that you ta u g h t f o r c r e d it during the 1998 Fall
Term did you use... (Mark [x] one box for each

During th e 1998 Fall Term, did you use
electronic mail (e-mail) to com m unicate with
stu d e n ts in yo u r c la s s e s ? (Mark[x] one box.)

item.)

I

I NA. Did not teach any undergraduate
classes for credit (SKIP TO QUESTION 43)
None

▼

Some

All

▼

46.

▼

a. Student evaluations of each
I
I I
I I
other’s w o r k ? ___________________ I____I_I_____I I

I
I

I

I Yes

I

I No (SKIP TO QUESTION 48)

A pproxim ately w hat percen t of th e stu d en ts in
your c la s se s com m unicated with you via email during the 1998 Fall Term? (Write in percent.
If none, write in “0”.)

b. Multiple-choice midterm and/or
I
| I
I j
I
final exa m ?_____________________ I____ I_I_____I I___ I

Percent of students in your classes who
.0% communicated with you via e-mail

c. Essay midterm and/or final
I
I [
I I
I
e x a m s ? ________________________ I____I_I_____I I___I

47.

d. Short-answer midterm and/or
I
I I
I I
I
final exa m s? ___________________ I____ I_I_____I I___I
e. Term/research papers? . . ............. □
f.

Multiple drafts o f written work? . ..

□

none, write in “0".)

□

n □□

g. Grading on a cu rv e ? . . . .................. □

□

□

h. Competency-based grading?

□

□

Hours per week spent responding to
student e-mail

48.

43.

During the 1998 Fall Term, did you have
w ebsites for any of th e c la s s e s you tau g h t?
(Mark [x] one box.)
I

I Yes

□

During th e 1998 Fall Term, did you have a c c e ss
to the internet... (Mark [x] one box.)
I

I Both at home and at work

I

I At work only

I

I At home only

I

I No access to the internet

No (SKIP TO QUESTION 45)

44. What did you u se the w eb site s for?

49.
(Mark [x]

"Yes" or "No” for each item.)
Yes

No

a.

To post general class information
I
I I
]
(e.g., syllabus and office h o u r s )_________I___ I_I____I

b.

To post information on homework
I
| I
I
assignments or r e a d in g s ______________ I___ I_I____I

c.

To post practice exams/exercises
I
II
I
that provide immediate scorin g__________ I____I_I____I

d. To post exams or exam results . .

□

e. To provide links to other information . . . . . □
f.

A pproxim ately how m any hours per week did
you sp e n d resp o n d in g to stu d en t e-mail during
the 1998 Fall Term ? (Write in num ber o f hours. If

O th e r ( P l e a s e s p e c i f y b e l o w . ) . .

For each type of stu d en t listed below, please
indicate how many stu d en ts received individual
instruction from you during the 1998 Fall Term
(e.g., independent study; supervising student
teachers or interns; or one-on-one instruction,
including working with individual students in a
clinical or research setting), and the total
num ber of contact hours with these students per
week. Do not count regularly scheduled office
hours. (Write in a number. If none, write in "0".)

T ype o f s t u d e n t s re c e iv in g fo rm al
individualized in s tru c tio n

N um ber o f
s tu d e n ts

▼

□
a. Undergraduate students

□

b. Graduate s tu d e n ts .........
□

□

c.

First professional students (e.g.,
dental, medical, optometry,
osteopathic, pharmacy, veterinary,
chiropractic, law, and theology). . .

14
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50.

On average, how m any c o n ta c t ho u rs per week
did you sp e n d with stu d e n ts you were
a ssig n ed to ad v ise? (Write in a number. If none,

55.

write in "0".)

___

51.

Number o f contact hours spent with students
per week (Do not include hours spent
working with students on their thesis,
dissertation, or independent study.)

□
I

56.

During th e 1998 Fall Term, how m any regularly
scheduled office h o u rs did you have per
week? (Write in a number. If none, write in "0".)
Number of regularly scheduled office hours
per week

52.

53.

I

I No (SKIP TO QUESTION 60, PAGE 16)

57.

I Basic research

I

I Applied or policy-oriented research or analysis

I

i Literary, performance, or exhibitions

I

I Program/Curriculum design and development

I

I Other (Please specify below.)

I Yes

I

I No (SKIP TO QUESTION 60, PAGE 16)

I

During th e 1998 Fall Term, how many
individuals at th is institution other than
yourself w ere su p p o rted , either in part or in
full, by all the g ran ts and contracts for which
you were PI or Co-Pi? (Write in a number. If none,

From which of th e following so u rce s did you
receive funding during th e 1998 Fall Term?

I

I This institution

I

I Foundation or other nonprofit organization

□

I

58.

For profit business or industry in the private
sector
i State or local government

□

Federal Government

□

Other (Please specify)

What were the total num ber of grants/contracts
from all so u rc e s in the 1998 Fall Term? (Write in
a number)

During th e 1998 Fall Term w ere you engaged
in any funded re search or funded creative
work? Include any g ran ts, co n tracts, or
institutional aw ards. Do not include consulting
services. (Mark [x] one box.)
I

I

I No (SKIP TO QUESTION 57)

_ _ l_ J

54.

How many? I

(Mark [x] all that apply.)

How would you d escrib e your prim ary
professional research, writing, o r creative work
during the 1998 Fall Term? (Mark [x] one box.)
I

*

Number of individuals supported by
grants or contracts

(Mark [x] one box.)
! Yes

Yes

write in "0”.)

During the 1998 Fall Term, w ere you engaged
in any p ro fessio n al rese a rc h , proposal writing,
creative writing, or creative w orks (either
funded o r non-funded) at th is institution?

I

During th e 1998 Fall Term, were you a
principal in v estig ato r (PI) or co-principal
in vestigator (Co-Pi) for any grants or
c o n tra c ts? (Mark [x] one box.)

59a.

Total number o f grants/contracts

What were the total funds received from all
sources for the 1998-99 academ ic year? Do not
include funding th at w as awarded in 1999.
(Write in a number; if not sure, mark [x] the “DK,
Don’t Know” box.)

I, | [ 1.00
□

DK, Don’t Know

15
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5 9 b . How w ere th e s e fu n d s u s e d ? (Mark [x] all that apply.)
1
□
I

6 0.

I Research
Program /curriculum developm ent
1 Other

How would you rate each of th e following facilities or re so u rce s at th is institution th a t were available
for your own u se during th e 1998 Fall Term? (Mark [x] one box for each item.)
Poor
V

a. Basic research equipm ent/instrum ents
b. Laboratory/research space and supplies
c. Availability of teaching assistants
d. Availability of research assistants
e. Personal com puters and local networks
f. Centralized (main frame) com puter facilities
g. Internet connections
h. Technical support for computer-related activities
i. Audio-visual equipment
j. C lassroom space
k. Office space
I. Studio/perform ance space
m.Secretarial support
n. Library holdings

□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□

Fair
▼

□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□

Good
▼

□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□

Excellent
▼

□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□

Not Available/
Not Applicable/
Don't Know
▼

□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□

C o n tin u e to n e xt p a g e ---------------------►
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61.

During the p a st two y e a rs, did you u se institutional funds for any of th e p u rp o s e s specified below?
(Mark [x] one item for each category.)

Yes
T

a. Tuition remission at this o r other in stitu tion.........
b. Professional association m em berships
and/or registration fe e s ............................................
c. Professional tr a v e l.....................................................
d. Training to improve research or teaching skills . . .
e. Release time from te a c h in g .....................................
f.

62.

Sabbatical le a v e .........................................................

n
n
n
n
n
n

No,
although
funds were
available
T

□
□
□
□
□
□

No,
no funds
were available,
or not eligible
T

□
□
□
□
□
□

No,
don't know
if funds were
available
v

□
□
□
□
□
□

During the 1998 Fall Term, how m any of the following ty p es of adm inistrative com m ittees did you serve
on at this institution? How m any of th e s e com m ittees did you ch air? Include com m ittees at the
departm ent or division level, th e sch o o l or college level, and institution- a n d system -w ide com m ittees.
(Write a number in each box. If you did not serve on or chair a committee, write "0° for each item. If you did not serve on
or chair any administrative com mittees mark [x] the NA box.)
I

I NA. Not applicable; did not serve on or chair any administrative committees. (SKIP TO QUESTION 64)
Number of Committees
Served On
T

a.

63.

Curriculum Com m ittees

b.

Personnel Committees (e.g., search or
recruitment c o m m itte e s )........................

c.

Governance Committees (e.g., faculty senate,
student retention, budget, or ad m issions). . .

d.

Num ber o f Committees
C haired
▼

Other

On average, approximately how many hours per week did you spend on adm inistrative committee work?
(Write in number. If none, write in "0".J
Hours per week spent on committee work

64.

Are you a m em ber of a union (or oth er bargaining association) th a t is th e legally recognized
representative of the faculty at this institution? (Mark [x] one box.)
I

I Union/bargaining association is notavailable

I

I Union/bargaining association is available, but I am not eligible

I

I I am eligible, but not a member

I

I I am eligible, and a member
17
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S ection D:
J
65.

ob

S

a tisfa c t io n

Is s u e s

H o w s a tis fie d o r d is s a t is f ie d a re y o u w ith e a c h o f th e fo llo w in g a s p e c ts o f y o u r in s tr u c tio n a l d u tie s a t
th is in s titu tio n ? (Mark [x] one box for each item. Mark [x] “NA" if you had no instructional duties.)

I___ ! NA.

Not applicable; no instructional duties (SKIP TO QUESTION 66)
Very
D issatisfied

S om ewhat
Dissatisfied

T

▼

66.

Somewhat
Very
Satisfied
Satisfied
T
▼

a. The authority I have to make decisions about
content and methods in the courses I teach
...........□

□

□

□

b. The authority I have to make decisions about
what courses I teach ........................................ ...........□

□

□

□

c. The authority I have to make decisions about
other (non-instructional) aspects of my job
........... □

□

□

□

d. Time available for working with students as
an advisor, mentor, etc.......................................

........... □

□

□

□

Not
Applicable

T

e. Time available for class pre p a ra tio n .............

........... □

□

□

□

f. Quality of undergraduate students whom
I have taught h e re ..............................................

...........□

□

□

□

□

g. Quality of graduate students whom I have
taught h e r e .........................................................

........... □

□

□

□

□

H o w s a tis fie d o r d is s a t is f ie d a re y o u w ith th e fo llo w in g a s p e c ts o f y o u r jo b a t th is in s titu tio n ? (M ark[x]
one box for each item.)
Very
S om ew hat S om ew hat
Very
Not
D issatisfied D issatisfied Satisfied
Satisfied
Applicable
▼
▼
▼
T
T
a. My work lo a d .......................................................

...........□

□

□

□

b. My job se cu rity.....................................................

...........□

□

□

□

c. Opportunity for advancem ent in rank at this
in stitu tion..............................................................

...........□

□

□

□

d. Time available for keeping current in my field ...........□

□

□

□

e. The effectiveness of faculty leadership at this institution |
|
(e.g. academic senate, faculty councils, e tc . ) .............I____ I

□

□

□

f. Freedom to do outside con sulting.................

...........□

□

□

□

g. My s a la ry ..............................................................

...........□

□

□

□

h. My benefits, g e n e ra lly ........................................

........... □

□

□

□

i. Spouse or partner employment opportunities
in this geographic area ................................... ...........□

□

□

□

□

□

□

j. My job here, o v e ra ll............................................

□

18
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67.

During th e next th ree years, how likely is it th at you will leave th is jo b to: (Mark [x] one box for each item.)

a. Accept a part-tim e job at a different postsecondary institution? .
b. Accept a full-tim e job at a different postsecondary institution? .,
c. Accept a part-tim e job not at a postsecondary in stitu tio n ? ........
d. Accept a full-time job not at a postsecondary institu tio n ? ...........
e. Retire from the labor fo r c e ? .............................................................

68.

Not at
All Likely
▼

Somewhat
Likely
T

Very
Likely
▼

n
n
n
n
n

□
□
□
□
□

□
□
□
□
□

At w hat age do you think you are m ost likely to sto p working at a p o stse c o n d a ry institution? (Write in
age or m ark “DK. D on't Know".)

Years o f age
DK. Don't Know

69.

If you were to leave your current position at this institution to accept another position inside or outside of
academia, how im portant would each of the following be in your decision? (Mark [x] one box for each item.)

a.

Salary level ...................................................................................

b.

Tenure-track/tenured position ..................................................

c.

Job s e c u rity ...................................................................................

d.

Opportunities for a d v a n c e m e n t................................................

e.

B e n e fits ..........................................................................................

f.

No pressure to pu blish...............................................................

g.

Good research facilities and e q uipm e nt.................................

h.

Good instructional facilities and e q u ip m e n t..........................

i.

Good job or job opportunities for my spouse or partner. . . .

j.

Good geographic location .........................................................

k.

Good environment/schools for my children............................

I.

Greater opportunity to te a c h ......................................................

m. Greater opportunity to do research .........................................

Not
Important
T

Som ewhat
Important
T

n
n
n
n
n
n
n
n
n
n
n
n
n

□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□

Very
Important
▼

Not
Applicable
V

□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□ □
□
□ □
□
□
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70.

Of the facto rs listed in Q uestion 69, write in the letter of th e item (a-m) th a t w ould be m ost im portant in
your decision to leave. (W rite in a letter, a-m , from Question 69.)

□
71.

If you could elect to draw on y o u r retirem ent and still continue working at th is institution on a part-time
basis, would you do s o ? (Mark [x] one box.)
I

I Yes

I

I No

I

I DK. Don’t Know

72.

73.

Have you retired from an o th e r positio n ? (Mark [x] one box.)
I

I Yes

I

I No

If an early retirem ent option w ere offered to you at this institution, w ould you take it? (Mark [x] one box.)
I
EH
I

74.

I Yes
No
I DK. Don’t Know

At which age do you think you are m ost likely to retire from all paid em ploym ent? (Write in age or mark
"DK. Don't Know".)

_J_J
I

Years of age

I DK. Don’t Know

C o ntinue to n e x t p a g e --------------------------- ►
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S e c t io n E :

C

o m pe n sa t io n

Note: Your responses to these items as with all other items in this questionnaire are voluntary and strictly confidential. They will be
used only in statistical summaries, and will not be disclosed to your institution or to any individual o r group.

75.

What is y o u r b asic salary from th is institution for the 1998-99 acad em ic y e a r? (Write in dollar amount, if not
sure, give you r best estim ates: if no basic salary, mark [x] the "NA. Not Applicable" box.)
NA. Not
A pplicable

.00

Basic salary for academic year.

□

Basic salary is based on: (Mark [x] one box in “Type" and write in “Number" below.)
TYPE

□
□
□
□
76.

NUMBER
length of appointm ent in months (e.g. 9 m onths).

months

number o f credit hours ta u g h t................................

credit hours

number of classes taught .......................................

cla sse s

other (Please specify.)

(Specify.)

For the 1998 c ale n d ar year, p lease estim ate your g ro s s c o m p en satio n before tax es from each of the
so u rc e s listed below. (Write in dollar amount. If not sure, give your best estim ates: if no compensation from a
source, mark [x] the "NA. N ot Applicable" box.)
NA. Not
A pplicable

C o m p e n sa tio n fro m th is in s titu tio n :
a.

Basic salary for calendar y e a r ...............................................................................................

.00

b.

Other income from this institution not included inbasic salary (e.g., for sum mer
session, overload courses, administration, research, coaching sports, e tc .)..................

.00

Non-monetary compensation, such as food,housing,car provided
by this institution
(do not include employee benefits such as medical, dental, or life insurance).............

1.00

c.

C o m p e n s a tio n fro m o th e r s o u r c e s :
d.

Employment at another academic institution......................................................................

.00

e.

Any other em p lo y m e n t...........................................................................................................

.00

f.

Legal or medical services or psychological counseling.....................................................

.00

g.

Outside consulting, consulting business or freelance w o rk ..............................................

.00

h.

Self-owned business (other than consulting)......................................................................

.00

i.

Professional performances or e x h ib itio n s ...........................................................................

.00

j.

Speaking fees, h o n o ra ria ......................................................................................................

.00

_
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NA. Not
Applicable

.00

Royalties or commissions
Non-monetary compensation, such as food, housing, car (do not include

other employee benefits such as medical, dental, or life insurance) ........

.00

Other sources of earned income (Please specify below):
.00
.00

77.

What w as th e g ro s s incom e of y o u r s p o u s e or significant oth er for th e 1998 cale n d ar year? (Write in
number. If no income, write in "0". If no spouse or significant other, mark the "NA" box. If don't know, mark the
“DK" box.)
I l l

78.

□
□
□
□

. I I I

-00

Gross income of spouse/significant other for 1998

I

I NA.

No spouse or significant other

I

I DK.

Don't know

For the 1998 cale n d ar year, how m any p e rso n s lived in your h ousehold including yourself? (Write in
number.)

__J_J

79.

Total number in household

For the 1998 cale n d ar year, w hat w as your total ho u seh o ld incom e before ta x e s ? (Write in number.)
■99

80.

Total household income before taxes

For the 1998 cale n d ar year, how m any d ep en d en ts did you have? Do n o t include yourself. (A
d ep en d en t is so m eo n e receiving at least half of his or h er financial su p p o rt from you.) (Write in number.
If none, write in “0".)

Number of dependents

22
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S e c t io n

S
81.

o c io d e m o g r a ph ic

F:
C

h a r a c t e r is t ic s

86.

Are you ...

W hat type of disability do you have? (Mark [x]
all that apply.)

82.

I

I Male

I

I Female

□
□

In w hat m onth and y ear w ere you b o m ? (Write
in month and year.)

CD

1
Month

□
I

Year

Blind or visual impairment that cannot be
corrected by wearing glasses, or legally blind
Speech or language impairment

I M obility/orthopedic impairment

□

83. What is yo u r ethnicity? (Mark [x ] one box.)

Hearing impairment (i.e., deaf or hard of
hearing)

Other (e.g., specific learning disability, attention
deficit, mental illness, or emotional disturbance)

87. W hat w as yo u r m arital sta tu s in the 1998 Fall
I

I Hispanic or Latino

Term? (Mark [x ] one box.)

I

I Not Hispanic or Latino

□
I

84.

W hat is yo u r race? (Mark [x] one or more.)
I

I American Indian or Alaska Native

I

I Asian

i

iBlack or African American

I

I Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander

I

I White

Single, never married
I Married

□
I

88 .

Living with som eone in a marriage-like
relationship

I Separated, divorced, widowed

During th e 1998 Fall Term, w as your sp o u se or
significant o th er em ployed in a professional
position at a h ig h er education institution?
(Mark [x] one box.)

85.

Are you a p erso n with a disability? (M ark[x]

□

Yes, at this institution

□

Yes, at another higher education institution

one box.)
I
I

I No

I Yes
□

Not Applicable

H I No (SKIP TO QUESTION 87)

89.

In w hat country w ere you born? (Mark [x] one
box.)
i
□

I USA
Other (Please specify below.)

23
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90.

W hat is your citizenship s ta tu s ? (Mark [x] one box.)
United States citizen, native

United States citizen, naturalized

I

I Permanent resident o f the United States (immigrant visa)

COUNTRY OF PRESENT CITIZENSHIP

1

I Temporary resident of United States (non-immigrant visa)

COUNTRY OF PRESENT CITIZENSHIP

91.

W hat is th e h ig h est level of formal education com pleted by your m o th er an d your father? What is the
highest level of formal edu catio n com pleted by your s p o u s e or sign ifican t o th er? (Mark [x] one box for
each person.)

Doctorate degree or first professional degree (e.g., Ph.D., Ed.D.,
dental, medical, law, theology, e tc .)........................................................
Master’s degree (e.g., M.A., M.S., M.B.A., M.Ed., etc.) ......................
Bachelor’s degree (e.g., B.A., A.B., B.S., e t c . ) .....................................
Associate's degree (e.g., A.A., A.S., e t c . ) ..............................................
Some c o lle g e ..............................................................................................
High school d ip lo m a ...................................................................................
Less than high school d iplo m a.................................................................
Don’t know or not a p p lic a b le ...................................................................

Mother
▼

Father
T

Spouse/
Significant Other
▼

n
n
n
n
n
n
n
n

□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□

□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
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S e c t io n

O
92.

G:

pin io n s

P lease indicate th e e x ten t to w hich you ag ree or d isag ree with e ach of th e following statem en ts. (Mark
[x] one box for each item.)

a. Teaching effectiveness should be the primary criterion for
promotion of faculty/instructional staff at this institution
b. Research/publications should be the primary criterion for
promotion of faculty/instructional staff at this institution
c. At this institution, research is rewarded more than teaching .
d. Post-tenure review of faculty will improve the quality of
higher education ........................................................................
e. This institution should have a tenure system ......................
f.

Female faculty members are treated fairly at this institution

g- Faculty who are members of racial or ethnic minorities are
treated fairly at this in s titu tio n ..................................................
h. If 1 had it to do over again, 1would still choose an academic
c a re e r............................................................................................

93.

Strongly
D isagree

D isagree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

▼

▼

T

T

n
n
. .□

n
n
. □

n
n

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

P lease indicate th e e x ten t to w hich you agree or d isag ree with each of th e following statem ents.
Over recen t y ea rs at th is institution... (Mark [x] one box for each item.)
Strongly
D isagree
▼
a. It has become more difficult for faculty to obtain
external fu n d in g ..........................................................................
b. Faculty work load has increased ...........................................
c. The quality of undergraduate education has declined . . . .
d. The atmosphere is less conducive to free expression
of ideas ........................................................................................
e. The quality of research has d e c lin e d .....................................
f.

Too many full-time faculty have been replaced by
part-time fa c u lty ..........................................................................

n
n
n
n
n
. □

D isagree
T

Agree
▼

Strongly
Agree
T

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□

□
□

□
□

□
□
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P lease indicate approxim ately how long it took you to com plete this q u estio n n aire.
M inu tes

Comments:

Thank you very much for your participation.

Return your com pleted questionnaire in the enclosed pre-paid envelope o r mail directly to:
The Gallup Organization
Survey Processing Center
P.O. Box 5700
Lincoln, Nebraska 6850 5-99 26
26
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Endorsed by:
•

A m erican A s s o c ia tio n fo r
H ighe r E d u c a tio n

•

A m e rica n A s s o c ia tio n o f
C o m m u n ity C o lle g e s

•

A m e rica n A s s o c ia tio n o f
S tate C o lle g e s and
U n iv e rs itie s

•

A m e rica n A s s o c ia tio n o f
U n iversity P ro fe s s o rs

•

A m erica n C o u n c il on
E duca tion

•

A m e rica n F e d e ra tio n o f
Teachers

•

A s s o c ia tio n fo r In s titu tio n a l
R esearch

•

A s s o c ia tio n o f A m e ric a n
C o lleg es and U n iv e rs itie s

•

A s s o c ia tio n o f C a th o lic
C o lleg es and U n iv e rs itie s

•

C olleg e and U n iv e rs ity
P erso nnel A s s o c ia tio n

•

T h e C o lle g e B oard

•

T h e C o lle g e F u n d /U N C F

•

C oun cil o f G ra d u a te
S choo ls

•

T h e C oun cil o f In d e p e n d e n t
C olleg es

•

N ation al A s s o c ia tio n fo r
E qual O p p o rtu n ity in H ig h e r
E duca tion

•

N ational A s s o c ia tio n o f
Ind ep e n d e n t C o lle g e s and
U n iv e rs itie s

•

N ational A s s o c ia tio n o f
S tate U n iv e rs itie s and L a n d G ra nt C o lle g e s

•

N ational E d u ca tio n
A sso c ia tio n

S p o n so red by:

National Center for Education Statistics

S u p p o r te d b y :

National Science Foundation
National Endowm ent for the Humanities

C o n tr a c to r:

The Gallup Organization
Governm ent & Education Division

M ailing A d d r e s s : The Gallup Organization
Survey Processing Center
P.O. Box 5700
Lincoln, Nebraska 68505-9926
S u r v e y C o n ta c t:

Brian Kuhr
E-mail; NSOPF99@ gallup.com
Toll-Free Number: 1-800-633-0209
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NCES RESTRICTED DATA SECURITY PLAN

Name of Institution/Organization: Western Michigan University (WMU)
Type of Plan:

| X | N ew

1 i Renewal

1 1Modification

Restricted-Use Data:
Requested Database(s):

NSOPF:99 Faculty Survey

Estimated Usage Period:

12 months from date license granted, or 9/15/06, whichever occurs
first

Restricted Data Holder Information:
Name o f PPO:

Richard Zinser, Ed.D.

Office Location:

Western Michigan University, Family & Consumer Sciences,
College of Education, 3018 Kohiman Hall, room 3604
Kalamazoo, MI 49008
Note: When not being used the restricted data must be stored in this office.

Office Phone:

(269) 387-3007

Office Fax Number:

(269) 387-2882

Email Address:

richard.zinser@wmich.edu

Project Information:
Project Title:

Teacher Leadership in Community Colleges: Transforming
Teaching and Organizational Governance (dissertation)

Project Office Location:

Western Michigan University, Family & Consumer Sciences,
College o f Education, Kohrman Hall, room 3604,
Kalamazoo, MI 49008

Project Office Phone:

(269) 387-3007

P age 1 of 4
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Person(s) having access to the Restricted Data:
Name
Office Location

Office I’honc

Richard Zinser, Ed.D.

3604 Kohrtnan Hall

(269) 387-3007

Pamela Miller

3018 Kohnnan Hall

(269)387-3007

Dr. Jianping Shen
2112 Sangren Hall
(269)387-3879
Note: Access must be limited ONLY to those who have signed an Affidavit of Nondisclosure.

Computer Security Requirements:
•

D escription o f Computer System:

The NSOPF:99 Faculty Survey dataset will be stored on a desktop computer at the licensed site in
the Principal Project Officer’s office (Western Michigan University, Family & Consumer
Sciences, College o f Education, 3018 Kohrman Hall, Kalamazoo MI 49008, room 3604) and used
only by Ms. Miller. The restricted-use data (CD-ROM format) will be run on this standalone
desktop PC (an x86 Family 6 Model 8 Stepping 1 Authentic AMD -1998 Mhz processor system
running Microsoft Windows XP), which is not connected to the WMU network, nor it is
connected to a modem. The restricted-use data will be removed from the system each day after
use and any residual data will be stored on a flash drive and locked in a cabinet in the PPO’s
office. At no time will the computer be moved or the CD-ROM be in anyone’s possession other
than Ms. Miller’s. The data will be permanently removed from the computer once the twelve
month license has expired. Additional security measures are described below.
Note: The restricted data must be run on a standalone computer. Use o f laptop computers is prohibited.
I f a modem is attached to the computer, it must be disconnected when the restricted data is being used. The
residual restricted data must be purged from the system immediately after each use and before
reconnecting to the modem.

•

Anti-Virus Software installed on computer: Norton Anti-Virus for Windows XP

•

L im it room/area access by locking o ffice when aw ay from com puter

Initials:

•

Passwords: unique, 6-8 characters w ith one non-alphanumeric

Initials:

•

Change password at least every

•

Read-only access to original data

Initials:

•

Enable automatic “password screensaver” after 5 minutes o f inactivity

Initials:

•

N o routine backups o f restricted-use data

Initials:

•

R em ove data by overwriting at the end o f the project

Initials:

3 months

Initials:

Mr
R jk

K ir

P age 2 o f 4
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•

Notification (Warning Statement): During the log-in process the
following statement will appear on the screen before access is granted.
If it is not feasible to have the warning appear on the screen, it w ill be
typed and attached to the monitor in a prominent location.

Initials:

l.n :iiitli(iri/v (l Vcce-s 1 n 1 ii ciisctl lndir. id u a tlj Idi-iinfiaM c l n t o r m j t i o n Is V I filiation O f
K r t o t .i l J «iw \ n d W ill K t's u lr ln P in s e iu rfo ii.

*j

'

J p o M K \\is n T p ,c o ^ T r \iE ? (V)ck or (N)q* •:

P age 3 o f 4
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Dai-a hpldqs htl: requusd to piovide^copy-Gf edcffpulrficatioir abnuuiimg^infpnnation. based rawstrilt-ui
data AddiuonnUj, if publication "w oiliipreleSse of icscatyh results could, raise jeaslmjible guesoons
reaarumg disclosure of uiduidualh' ideutifiabla; utfonnauob'couiairwd In sub/ea -data-'copies of^tlic
proposed publication 01 lelense must be provided fo ihi/ptocrain "

Management Review and Approval:
I have reviewed the requirements o f the license and security procedures and the contents o f this
security plan, which describes the protection measures for the requested restricted database(s).
I hereby certify that this system meets all requirements o f the license and security procedures and
that the in-place security safeguards adequately protect the restricted-use data.

j

-------------------------------

Lowell Rinker, Assoc VP Business (Senior Official)

Richard Zinser, E&D. (Principal Project Officer)

^ /r ljo s (Date)
?- / 2 ~ - o S
(Date)
<9- / a . - o $

Richard Zinser, EdX>. (System Security Officer)

(Date)
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«;

i ;i

a._ •

j,

V V I 15 I
Hum an S u b jects In stitu tion al Review Board

Date:

June 7, 2005

To:

Richard Zinser, Principal Investigator
Pamela Miller, Student Investigator for dissertation

From: Mary Lagerwey, Ph.D., Chair
Re:

r\

HSIRB Project Number 05-06-11

<

'

This letter w ill serve as confirmation that your research project entitled “Teacher
Leadership in Community Colleges: Transforming Teaching and Organizational
Governance” has been approved under the exem pt category o f review by the Human
Subjects Institutional R eview Board. The conditions and duration o f this approval are
specified in the Policies o f Western Michigan University. Y ou may now begin to
implement the research as described in the application.
Please note that you may only conduct this research exactly in the form it was approved.
Y ou must seek specific board approval for any changes in this project. You must also
seek reapproval i f the project extends beyond the termination date noted below. In
addition if there are any unanticipated adverse reactions or unanticipated events
associated with the conduct o f this research, you should im mediately suspend the project
and contact the Chair o f the HSIRB for consultation.
The Board w ishes you success in the pursuit o f your research goals.

Approval Termination:

June 7, 2006

W alwood Hall, Kalam azoo, Ml 4 9 0 0 8 -54 5 6
(259) 387-8293 FAX: (259) 38 7-8 2 7 6

PH ONE:
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WESTERN MICHIGAN UNIVERSITY
H uman Subjects Institutional R eview Board
APPLICATION FOR PROJECT REVIEW

I. B a s i c i n f o r m a t i o n
P r o j e c t t i t l e : Teacher Leadership in Community Colleges: Transforming teaching and
organizational governance

WMU INVESTIGATORS
P r in c ip a l in v e s t ig a t o r o r a d v is o r
Name: Richard Zinser
Department: FCS
Title: Assoc./Assist. Professor
Electronic Mail Address: richard.zinser@wmich.edu
Street o r Campus Address: 3018 Kohrman Hall
City: Kalamazoo
Office Phone: 269 387-3007
Home Phone: N/A

Degree Attained: EdD

State: Ml

ZIP: 490085322

C o - p r i n c i p a l o r s t u d e n t i n v e s t ig a t o r
Name: Pamela Miller
Degree Attained: MA, MS, MBA, MSW
Department: EDLD
Title: Student
Electronic M ail Address: millerp8@lcc.edu
Street or Campus Address: 2783 W Quimby Rd
City: Hastings
State: Ml
ZIP: 49058
Office Phone: 517-483-1593
Home Phone: 269-948-0294
If this is a student investigator, please indicate status:

I [undergraduate
I [Master level student
and level o f involvement in the research:
I [Assisting Faculty Research

[ ^ T h e s is

[XjDoctoral level student

[/^D issertation

I IOther (please specify):

C o -p r i n c i p a l o r s t u d e n t in v e s t ig a t o r
Name:
Department:
Title: Select one
Electronic Mail Address:
Street or Campus Address:
City:
Office Phone:
Home Phone:
If this is a student investigator, please indicate status:

Degree Attained: Select one

State:

I [undergraduate
[^ M a ste r level student
and level o f involvement in the research:
I [Assisting Faculty Research

[

]'T hesis

[

[Dissertation

ZIP:

| [Doctoral level student
I [other (please specify):

If there are more WMU investigators, please complete the “Additional WMU Investigators” form
C o l l a b o r a t i n g in v e s t ig a t o r s a n d a f f il ia t io n s
Name;
Name:
Name:

Affiliation:
Affiliation:
Affiliation:

P R O P O S E D P R O J E C T D U R A T IO N :

From (mm/dd/yy): 06/20/05

To (m m/dd/yy): 06/20/06

(date following anticipated approval)

(maximum one year later)

Revised 5/02 WMU HSIRB
All other copies obsolete.
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II. T a r g e t e d p a r t i c i p a n t p o o l
Total number o f subjects: 1^3.13Number o f subjects in the control group: 0
Age range (lower limit - upper limit): 18-99 Gender: Both
Ethnic Minority: None/Not applicable
Inclusionary criteria: Final sample size of 19,213 postsecondary faculty; see NSOPSF99 Methodology Report Summary: Target
Population and Sample Design (attached)

Exclusionary criteria: Private for-profit institutions are not included even though they may be Title IV participating, degreegranting institutions.

Source o f participants: 1997-98 Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), National Center for Education
Statistics (NCES)

Length o f participation (x min/session, y sessions, over z months): This study utilizes an existing dataset; no
additional time required of survey respondents

Participants in Special Consideration Categories: (Check all that apply.)
[X^None
I Ichildren (age range:
)
I ICognitivelv impaired persons
□ p risoners
I IPregnant or lactating women
I iBlind individuals

[^M ilitary personnel
I IWards
I [institutionalized individuals
I [Non-English speaking individuals
I Istudents

Q o t h e r subjects whose life circumstances may interfere with their ability to make free choice in
consenting to take part in research (please specify):

in. Funding and Research Site
Potential source(s) o f funding: None
WMU proposal number for funded project:
Date o f submission to funding agency:
Site(s) o f the research activity: N/A- working with existing dataset
Letters o f approval from project site officials will be sumitted when site is approved by HSIRB.

IV. Protocol Outline_______________________________________________________
Prepare a proposal that follows the outline below. Include page numbers. Do not submit your thesis or
dissertation proposal, grant application, etc. These cannot be processed by HSIRB and will be returned
to you. Please review your proposal and mark each box below with a ® foEowing review o f that section.
/ * \ PRO JECT DESCRIPTION: Include purpose, research procedure (including what exactly participants will do
as part o f the study), method o f data collection, research design, location o f data coUection, duration o f study,
and how the results will be disseminated (e.g., thesis, dissertation, peer-reviewed journal, presentation),
/ K M ETHO D(S) OF ANALYSIS: Briefly describe the planned methods o f analysis for the data being collected.

EJ

BENEFITS O F RESEARCH: Briefly describe the expected or known benefits o f the research.
benefits specific to the research participant in addition to longer term or more general benefits.

Indicate

XI

SUBJECT SELECTION: Describe in detail how you intend to contact and recruit participants. Attach all
written advertisements, posters and oral recruitment scripts.

X
B

RISKS TO SUBJECTS: Describe the nature and likelihood o f possible risks (e.g., physical, psychological,
social) as a result o f participation in the research. Risks include even mild discomforts or inconveniences, as well
as potential for disclosure o f sensitive information.
PROTECTION FO R SUBJECTS: Describe measures to be taken to protect subjects from possible risks or
discomforts.

/ * \ CONFIDENTIALITY OF DATA: Describe precautions to ensure the privacy o f subjects and confidentiality
o f information. Be explicit if data are sensitive. Describe coding procedures for subject identification. Include
the method, location and duration o f data retention. (Federal regulations require data to be maintained for at
least 3 years. Your professional society may require you to keep it longer.)

IX!INSTRUMENTATION:

Attach questionnaires, interview scripts, and data coUection instruments, etc. Coding
sheets for video- or audio-tapes and other data collection procedures are required.

Revised 9/02 WMU HSIRB
All other copies obsolete.
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INFORM ED C O N SE N T PR O C ESS: Describe the process by which informed consent will be obtained. I f the
participant is a child or mentally challenged, explain how the parent(s)/guardian(s) will be contacted for consent
and how the researcher will insure that the participant understands and assents to the research. A copy o f all
consent/assent documents, including non-English and Braille translations, if applicable, must be provided.

Revised 9/02 WMU HSIRB
All other copies obsolete.
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C o n s e n t d o c u m e n t d e v e l o p m e n t c h e c k l is t
The following information must be included in the consent documents. Mark (® ) each o f the requirements you
have included. Omitted information must be justified on a separate sheet o f paper. Sample consent documents
are posted on the HSIRB webpage under Consent/Assent Document Development.
I Ia header that includes “Western Michigan University, Department o f
” (if departmental
letterhead is not used), Principal Investigator: (name! . Student Investigator: (Tiame(sV) . and title o f the
study.
I ILanguage in the form o f an invitation to participate AND at a reading level appropriate for the participants
(Note that the mean reading level in the United States is 6th grade.)
I iThe nature, purpose, and duration o f the study
[^Procedures to be employed in the research; exactly what the subject is expected to do
Q llis k s (hazards, inconveniences, discomforts) the subject may undergo, so far as they are known, and how any
risks will be minimized
I benefits to the subject (and to the general subject population)
I [Conditions o f participation

I IHow confidentiality will be maintained and any limits to confidentiality
I IStatement that the participant can refuse to participate; stop participating at any time; or refuse to answer any
question without prejudice, penalty, or risk o f any loss o f service he/she would otherwise have
I IThe researchers’ names and telephone numbers (including the faculty advisor) as well as the following
statement: “The participant may also contact the Chair, Human Subjects Institutional Review Board (3878293) or the Vice President fo r Research (387-8298) i f questions or problem s arise during the course o f the
stu dy."
□ d o not include phrases like “informed consent” or “I am aware” or "I understand" anywhere in the document.
I Ia place for date and signature o f participant and a witness line, if required (e.g., with subjects who are not
legally competent); a place for date and signature o f translator, if applicable; a place for date and signature (or
initials) o f individual obtaining the consent, if applicable
I IThe following statements must be included in all consents: “This consent document has been approved fo r
use fo r one y e a r by the Human Subjects Institutional Review B oard (HSIRB) as indicated by the stam ped date
and signature o f the board chair in the upper right com er. Do not participate in this study i f the stamped
date is older than one year. ”
□ d o not include language that would absolve the researcher o f responsibility for negligence
[[[]Leave a minimum top margin o f 2 inches on all pages. Submit the final version o f the consent document
without headers such as “Informed Consent Document” “Draft” or “Appendix
.”
The following are only to be included if appropriate:
I Ilf there is physical activity or a possibility of physical injury, include the statement: “As in all research, there
may be unforeseen risks to the participant. I f an accidental injury occurs, appropriate emergency
measures w ill be taken; however, no compensation o r additional treatm ent w ill be made available to
you except as otherwise stated in this consent form . ” Any available compensation or additional
treatment should then be specified, if appropriate.
□ i f the research is therapeutically related, disclose alternate procedures the subject might choose.
I IAny significant new findings affecting risks will be promptly reported to toe participant.
□Circumstances under which toe researcher may terminate the subject’s participation
□ A n y additional costs the participant may have to bear
□Consequences of the participant’s withdrawal from toe study
□ T h e approximate number o f participants in toe study
□Debriefing procedures
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IV. L e v e l o f r e v i e w

A dm in istrative or Expedited: This project does not require a full board review because it
meets at least one o f the follow ing criteria: study of existing data, records, or specimens.
Forward the origin al application to the office o f the research com pliance coordinator,
251W W alw ood Hall.

I I Full: Forward original application plus 15 copies to the office o f the research compliance
coordinator, 2 5 1W W alw ood Hall. If blood products are involved, you must complete and
attach the HSIRB collection o f blood and b lood products form. Your application must be in the
research office by 5:00 pm on the first W ednesday o f the month in order to be review ed at the
board m eeting on the third W ednesday o f that month .

IV. C e r t i f i c a t i o n / s i g n a t u r e
I certify that the information contained in this HSIRB application and all attachments is true and
correct. I certify that I have received approval to conduct this research from all persons named as
collaborators and from officials o f the project sites. If this proposal is approved by the Human
Subjects Institutional R eview Board, I agree to conduct the research according to the approved
protocol. I agree not to implement any changes in the protocol until such changes have been
approved by HSIRB. If, during the course o f the research, unanticipated risks or harm to subjects
are discovered, I w ill report them to HSIRB immediately.

Principal Investigator/Faculty Advisor Signature

Date

Co-Principal or Student Investigator Signature

Date

Co-Principal or Student Investigator Signature

Date

Co-Principal or Student Investigator Signature

Date

Revised 9/02 WMU HSIRB
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PROJECT TITLE:
Teacher Leadership in Community Colleges: Transforming teaching and organizational
governance
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
The purpose of this study is to describe and interpret the experiences of community
college teachers in order to understand the extent of their leadership role and the impact
of teacher leadership on institutional governance and student success. As institutions
have realized expanded leadership to include more individuals, there has been limited
examination of how leadership might be interpreted differently by groups and individuals
on college campuses, in particular, faculty, other levels of administration, and staff.
(Kezar, 2000, pi) Specifically, the researcher will seek to identify effective teacher
leadership models and practices that could be recommended for adoption in community
colleges.
National Survey of Postsecondary Faculty:
This study will utilize an existing dataset obtained from the National Center for
Education Statistics (NCES). The researcher has applied for a restricted data license for
the 1999 National Survey of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPSF) dataset. The following
NCES application documents are attached for your review:
Formal request letter
License
Affidavit of Nondisclosure (4)
Security Plan
Faculty Universe:
NSOPF:99 utilized a sample of 960 institutions and 28,576 full- and part-time faculty
employed at these institutions. The sample was designed to allow detailed comparisons
and high levels of precision at both the institution and faculty levels. The sampled
institutions represent all public and private not-for-profit Title IV-participating, degreegranting institutions in the 50 states and the District of Columbia.
The sample of faculty utilized a stratified, systematic sample. The faculty sample was
stratified by gender and race/ethnicity.
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The sample for NSOPF:99 was selected in three stages. In the initial stage, 960
postsecondary institutions were selected from the 1997-98 Integrated Postsecondary
Education Data System (IPEDS) Institutional Characteristics (IC) data files and the 1997
and 1995 IPEDS Fall Staff files. Each sampled institution was asked to provide a list of
all of the full- and part-time faculty that the institution employed during the 1998 fall
term, and 819 institutions provided such a list.
In the second stage o f sampling, 28,576 faculty were selected from the lists provided by
the institutions. Over 1,500 o f these sample members were determined to be ineligible for
NSOPF:99, as they were not employed by the sampled institution during the 1998 fall
term, resulting in a sample o f 27,044 faculty.
A third stage of sampling occurred in the final phases o f data collection. In order to
increase the response rate, a subsample of the faculty who had not responded was
selected for intensive follow-up efforts. Others who had not responded were eliminated
from the sample, resulting in a final sample of 19,213 eligible faculty.
Data Collection Procedures:
Prior to collecting data from faculty, it was first necessary to obtain cooperation from the
sampled institutions. Each institution was asked to provide lists o f all faculty and
instructional staff at their institution and to complete an Institution Questionnaire.
Institution coordinators were asked to provide a list of full- and part-time faculty and
instructional staff which included all personnel who had faculty status or instructional
responsibilities during the 1998 fall term i.e., the term which included November 1,1998.
A total of 818 institutions provided lists of faculty and instructional staff, for a weighted
list participation rate o f 88.4 percent A total o f 865 institutions returned the institution
questionnaire, for a weighted response rate of 92.8 percent. Institution weights were
based on the inverse of the institutional probability of selection.
Initially, 28,576 faculty and instructional staff were selected from institutions who
provided a list o f their faculty and instructional staff. Subsequently, a subsample of
19,813 faculty and instructional staff was drawn for intensive followup. Approximately
18,000 faculty and instructional staff questionnaires were completed for a weighted
response rate of 83.0 percent. The overall weighted faculty response rate (institution list
participation rate multiplied by the faculty questionnaire response rate) was 73.4 percent.
For the purposes of this study, anonymity will be preserved in accordance with the
Security Plan submitted to NCES as part of the restricted data license application.
The results of the study will be disseminated as a dissertation.
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METHOD(S) OF ANALYSIS:
Analysis of data will be done by computer software (SPSS) and will be stored on CDROM in accordance with the Security Plan submitted to NCES as part of the restricted
data license application. This study requires the use of such inferential statistical tools as
analysis of variance (one-way ANOVA), one- and two-variable Chi-Square, Spearman r,
and single-sample t-tests.
BENEFITS OF THE RESEARCH:
The study will seek to find effective teacher leadership strategies among community
college faculty to inform practice in similar settings. No direct benefits to participants
are anticipated.
SUBJECT SELECTION:
See Faculty Universe section above.
RISKS TO SUBJECTS:
The researchers do not foresee any risks to participants in this study, nor do they expect
that they will experience any discomfort or stress. For the purposes of this study,
anonymity will be preserved in accordance with the Security Plan submitted to NCES as
part of the restricted data license application.
PROTECTION FOR SUBJECTS/ CONFIDENTIALITY OF DATA:
The restricted-use data (CD-ROM format) will be run at the licensed site on a standalone
laptop PC (an x 86 Family 6 Model 8 Stepping 1 AuthenticAMD -1998 Mhz processor
system running Microsoft Windows XP), or at the home of the authorized user, located at
2783 W. Quimby Road in Hastings, Michigan. A modem is attached to the PC, but the
software will not be enabled when the restricted-use data is on the machine. The
restricted-use data will be removed from the system each day after use and any residual
data will be stored on a flash drive and locked in a cabinet, along with the laptop PC. If
needed, Ms. Miller may bring her laptop computer to WMU’s campus in Kalamazoo,
Michigan, for consultation with the individuals identified in the license agreement. At no
time will the computer or CD-ROM be in anyone’s possession other than Ms. Miller’s.
The data will be permanently removed from Ms. Miller’s computer once the twelve
month license has expired. Additional security measures are described in item 3,
Systems Security Measures for Standalone Laptop Computer, of the Security Plan.
INSTRUMENTATION:
None, this study utilizes an existing dataset. The survey instrument utilized to collect this
data is available in PDF format at http://nces.ed.gov/survevs/nsopf/.
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INFORMED CONSENT PROCESS:
For the purposes of this dissertation study, the researcher is requesting that the need for
informed consent be waived. This study meets the four criteria for a waiver o f the
required elements o f informed consent because:
The research involves no more than minimal risk to the subjects.
The participants of the 1999 National Survey o f Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPSF) will
not be contacted by the researcher for the purposes o f this study. The researcher will
have a license from the National Center for Education Statistics to access the NSOPSF:99
dataset and run a statistical analysis to address the research questions outlined in the
attached abstract. (See the Protection of Subjects/Confidentiality o f Data section
above.)
The waiver or alteration will not adversely affect the rights and welfare of the
subjects.
The following text was included in a letter sent to the faculty questionnaire respondents
inviting their participation in the NSOPSF:99 study. This letter clearly states the purpose
o f the study and that the data collected would be made publicly available to inform
educational policy and institutional practices. By their participation in the study, the
respondents acknowledge the dissemination of the data collected, whereby all
information that would permit the identification o f individuals would be kept strictly
confidential in accordance with the National Education Statistics Act, Public Law 103382 [20 U.S.C. 9001 etseq.], the Carl D. Perkins Vocational Education Act, and the
Federal Education Rights and Privacy Act o f 1974 (FERPA) [5 U.S.C. 552a],
To make realistic plans for the future of higher education, planners and policy makers at all
levels—institutional, government, and legislative—need reliable and current national data on
available resources, as well as on the constraints and demands on the higher education system and
faculty. NSOPF:99 will provide national profiles o f faculty and instructional staff in American
institutions o f higher learning, national benchmarks for faculty productivity and workload, and
information on institutional policies and practices affecting faculty.
(See Appendix E: Letters To Faculty Questionnaire Respondents, 1999 National Study o f
Postsecondary Faculty Methodology Report at http://nces.ed.gov/pubs2002/2002154.pdf)

The research could not practicably be carried out without the waiver or alteration.
For the purposes of this study, it is neither necessary or practicable to contact the
respondents of the NSOPSF:99 study (the sample size is extremely large).
Whenever appropriate, the subjects will be provided with additional pertinent
information after participation. This process is often referred to as “debriefing.”
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The participants of the 1999 National Survey of Postsecondary Faculty (NSOPSF) will
not be contacted by the researcher for the purposes of this study. Therefore, no
debriefing would be necessary.
The following relates to the informed consent procedures for the 1999 survey:
(The following information was taken from http://nces.ed.gov/pnbs2002/2002154.ndfl

CHAPTER 4. Institutional Recruitment And Data Collection: Procedures And Results
4.2 Institution Recruitment: Follow-up with the CAO’s (Chief Administrative
Officer) Office
4.2.1 Mailing to the CAO
An initial mailing of the information packet was sent to the CAO via two-day priority
mail on September 3,1998. The purpose of the mailing was to introduce the CAO to the
study and to secure the name of an appropriate individual to serve as institution
coordinator (i.e., the individual at the school who would be responsible for the
completing the data request). The mailing contained the following items:
Cover letter. The cover letter to the CAO, printed on NCES letterhead and signed by the
Commissioner o f NCES, asked the institution to designate an individual to serve as
institution coordinator for the study. The letter explained the purpose of the study,
outlined the confidentiality laws that protect data released by institutions and faculty
respondents, and provided an estimate of burden. The letter noted that participating
institutions would be eligible to receive a specially prepared “peer report” that compared
data from their institution to other higher education institutions in the same Carnegie
classification as well as other schools nationally. The letter requested that the CAO return
the enclosed Confirmation Form (or name an institution coordinator) within five days.
Confirmation form. This form requested that the CAO name an institution coordinator
who would be responsible for providing the faculty list, completing the institution
questionnaire, and assuring that the total number of faculty reported on the list of faculty
was consistent with faculty counts in the institution questionnaire. It also requested
contact information (including e-mail addresses) for both the CAO and the coordinator.
Publications request form. This document described the NSOPF publications available
from NCES, including the customized “peer reports” available to participating
institutions and provided a form for requesting the public use data file from the 1993
study, any of the reports available from the 1993 study, as well as reports planned for the
1999 study.
Informational brochure. The brochure provided additional background information
about NSOPF and its objectives, including highlights of findings from NSOPF:93, and
the list o f endorsing organizations. Information about the sponsors and project staff was
also included (see Appendix D).
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All materials prominently displayed the NSOPF:99 toll-free number and e-mail address
to ensure that the institution staff had timely access to project staff to answer questions
and resolve problems in preparing the list. The project coordinator responded to all
incoming calls and emails.
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